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House of Representatives
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. RADANOVICH).

f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 16, 1998.

I hereby designate the Honorable GEORGE
P. RADANOVICH to act as Speaker pro tem-
pore on this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H. Con. Res. 75. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that
States should work more aggressively to at-
tack the problem of violent crimes commit-
ted by repeat offenders and criminals serving
abbreviated sentences.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill and a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following ti-
tles:

H.R. 1853. An act to amend the Carl D. Per-
kins Vocational and Applied Technology
Education Act.

H. Con. Res. 284. Concurrent resolution re-
vising the congressional budget for the
United States Government for fiscal year
1998, establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for fiscal
year 1999, and setting forth appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2000, 2001,
2002, and 2003.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 629) ‘‘An Act to grant the

consent of the Congress to the Texas
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal
Compact,’’ disagreed to by the House
and agree to the conference asked by
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. HATCH, and Mr.
LEAHY to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate, with instructions.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 1853) ‘‘An Act to amend
the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Ap-
plied Technology Education Act,’’ and
requests a conference with the House
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. COATS, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. ENZI, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. WARNER,
Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, and Mr. REED to be the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the resolution (H. Con. Res. 284) ‘‘A
concurrent resolution revising the con-
gressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 1998, estab-
lishing the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 1999 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for fiscal years
2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003,’’ and requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
GRASSLEY, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. GRAMM,
Mr. BOND, Mr. GORTON, Mr. GREGG, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. FRIST, Mr.
GRAMS, Mr. SMITH or Oregon, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. CONRAD,
Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr.
JOHNSON, and Mr. DURBIN to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 21, 1997, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 30 min-
utes, and each Member, except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader, or
the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.

f

BRINGING OUR EDUCATION
SYSTEM INTO THE 21ST CENTURY

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, an
important step was taken last week in
our efforts to assure that America’s
schools and libraries share in the full
power of the Internet. The Federal
Communications Commission made its
E-rate decision on Friday June 12. To
their great credit the commissioners
withstood tremendous pressure to end
the program and decided to continue
funding the discounted rate, the E-
rate, but at a reduced level from what
was anticipated. The new funding level
is an almost 50 percent reduction from
what schools and libraries anticipated
and planned for based on what the Con-
gress had previously decided.

Organizations from around the coun-
try are understandably disappointed.
Thirty thousand schools and libraries
took Congress at its word and submit-
ted significant effort through their ap-
plications to the FCC. But in fairness I
think the FCC did the best it could
with this difficult situation.

There are several reasons why the po-
litical climate has become so charged.
Yes, there is considerable confusion,
but the solution is clearly not to end or
put a hold on the program. We must
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recognize that much of this con-
troversy is manufactured based on mis-
understanding.

It is a misunderstanding about the
origin of the program. It did not come
from the FCC, it was not an invention
of the Vice President, although he was
clearly an advocate for Internet access
to schools and libraries. This is an ele-
ment that was part of the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 passed by a
Republican controlled Congress and
supported with overwhelming biparti-
san votes.

There is some confusion over whether
adding subsidies into the telephone
rate is actually a new idea. In fact it is
not. The E-rate is simply an expansion
of the existing universal service pro-
gram which has been around for 60
years and which was an important tool
to assure that rural America had tele-
phone service at affordable rates.

There is some confusion as to the ac-
tual cost that is borne by the phone
companies, although it is quite clear
that as a result of the benefits of de-
regulation the phone companies have
saved in the neighborhood of $3 billion
as a result of deregulation to date, far
more than is contemplated by keeping
Congress’ commitment to our schools
and libraries.

There appears to be some confusion
over this surcharge on the telephone
bills. Is this simply an effort to recoup
some of the costs of the E-rate, or are
they trying to layoff some of those
costs that the phone companies have,
in fact, borne since 1934?

There is confusion over what the E-
rate can be used for. It is, in fact, very
narrowly drafted to include only a few
services, not new computers and the
so-called goldplating.

There is even confusion on the part
of some as to whether or not this pro-
gram is needed. Well, the allegation is
made that most of our schools are al-
ready hooked up to the Internet. This,
of course, misses the point completely
since those connections in the vast ma-
jority of cases are simply to an admin-
istrator, a principal’s office. Fully
three-quarters of our classrooms are
yet to be hooked up to the Internet.

We in Congress need to make sure
that we fulfill this commitment.

I agree that legislation may be need-
ed, but that is why I have introduced a
Truth in Billing Act, H.R. 4018, to have
a GAO study to clarify exactly what
the telephone companies have saved,
how much has been passed on to con-
sumers and what additional costs, if
any, have resulted from the Tele-
communications Act. We in Congress
will provide that information to those
who need it in order to make the in-
formed decisions. And under my legis-
lation companies that want to put
extra line item charges on the tele-
phone bills could do so, but they would
also have to fully disclose all the sav-
ings that have resulted.

This is not a debate about over
whether or not phone bills are going to
go high, because in fact telephone bills

are at their lowest point in history as
a result of deregulation. What this de-
bate is about is whether we as a Nation
are going to meet the commitment we
made to share the benefits of the de-
regulated telecommunication industry
with the education system and our li-
braries and keep the commitment to
those 30,000 schools and libraries.

f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, campaign fi-
nance reform has been a major topic
for months on the House floor and, I
understand, will continue to be a major
debate. The last time the Congress has
passed any major reforms dealing with
campaigning was in the 1970s, and
every problem that we had back then
we have today, only it is much worse.
Today, in order to comply with the
law, we fill out tens of thousands of
pages of forms, there is total misunder-
standing of what the rules and regula-
tions are, there are numerous fines
being levied against many Members
and many candidates, there are many
inaccuracies put into the record main-
ly because a lot of people cannot even
understand the rules and regulations,
and I would not be surprised if just
about everybody who ever filled out a
financial reform at one time or the
other inadvertently had some inaccura-
cies. All the challenges to these records
have always been done by opponents
and usually politicized, and it has not
been motivated for the best of reasons.

New reforms are now being proposed,
and I predict they will be no more suc-
cessful than the numerous rules and
regulations that we imposed on can-
didates in the 1970s. The reason I say
this is that we are treating a symptom
and not the cause. The symptom, of
course, is very prevalent. Everybody
knows there is a lot of big money that
influences politics. I understand that
there is $100 million a month spent by
the lobbyists trying to influence our
votes on the House floor and hundreds
of millions of dollars trying to influ-
ence our elections. So some would con-
clude, therefore, that is the case, we
have to regulate the money, the money
is the problem.

But I disagree. Money is not the
problem. The basic problem is that
there is so much to be gained by com-
ing to Washington, lobbying Congress
and influencing legislation. The prob-
lem is not that we have too much free-
dom. The problem is that we have too
much government, and if we think that
just more regulations and more govern-
ment will get rid of the problem, we
are kidding ourselves. What we need is
smaller government, less influence of
the government on everything that we
do in our personal lives as well as our
economic lives. The Congress is always
being involved.

Not only domestically, but Congress
is endlessly involved in many affairs
overseas. We are involved by passing
out foreign aid, getting involved in pro-
grams like the IMF and World Bank.
We are interfering in internal affairs
militarily in over a hundred countries
at the present time. So there is a tre-
mendous motivation for people to come
here and try to influence us. They see
it as a good investment.

More rules and regulations, I believe,
will do one thing if the size of govern-
ment is not reduced. What we will do is
drive the influence under ground. That
is a natural consequence as long as
there is an incentive to invest.

Under the conditions that we have
today the only way we can avoid the
influence is not ourselves, we, the
Members of Congress, being a good in-
vestment. We should be independent,
courageous and do the things that are
right rather than being influenced by
the money. But the rules and the regu-
lations will not do very much to help
solve this problem. Attacking basic
fundamental rights would certainly be
the wrong thing to do, and that is what
so much of this legislation is doing. It
is attacking the fundamental right to
speak out to petition the government
to spend one’s money the way he sees
fit, and this will only make the prob-
lems much worse.

Mr. Speaker, government is too big,
our freedoms are being infringed upon,
and then we come along and say those
individuals who might want to change
even for the better, they will have
their rights infringed upon.

There are many groups who come to
Washington who do not come to buy in-
fluence, but they come to try to influ-
ence their government, which is a very
legitimate thing. Think of the groups
that come here who want to defend the
Second Amendment. Think of the
groups that want to defend right to
life. Think of the groups that want to
defend the principles of the American
Civil Liberties Union and the First
Amendment. And then there are groups
who would defend property rights, and
there will be groups who will come who
will be lobbyist types and influential
groups, and they want to influence
elections, and they may be adamantly
opposed to the United Nations and in-
terference in foreign policies overseas.
They have a legitimate right to come
here.

Sometimes I wonder if those individ-
uals who are now motivated to put
more regulations on us might even fear
the fact that some of the good guys,
some of the good groups who are com-
ing here to influence Washington to re-
duce the size of government are no
longer able to.

f

CBO’S INDEPENDENCE THREAT-
ENED BY PARTISAN POLITICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
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Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to point out a case of unfortu-
nate and blatant hypocrisy on the part
of the majority. The Congress created
the Congressional Budget Office 23
years ago so that the House and Senate
would have an impartial and independ-
ent source for budget forecast. Since
its creation the Congress under both
Republican and Democratic control
and divided control between the House
and Senate has respected the CBO’s
independence. In return for that inde-
pendence CBO has served the Congress
well by providing us with honest esti-
mates of the budgetary effects of
spending and taxing proposals.

Today that independence is threat-
ened by partisan politics. Just last
week the gentleman from Georgia,
Speaker GINGRICH, and the Republican
leadership threatened the CBO because
their budget forecasts do not square
with the irresponsible budget resolu-
tion passed by the House. Truth be
known, Houdini could not create the
magic budget forecast necessary to
make this budget resolution work. In
his letter to the CBO Speaker GINGRICH
and the House leadership wrote that
‘‘CBO’s low estimates have been con-
sistently wrong and wrong by a coun-
try mile.’’

If the estimates were not changed,
Congress then must review the struc-
ture and funding for the CBO in this
appropriations cycle if CBO did not
conform its estimates to the majority’s
budget resolution. The majority is
seeking to abandon fiscal discipline by
using ever larger surpluses to pay for
tax cuts we cannot afford while making
draconian cuts in nondefense discre-
tionary spending and allowing the na-
tional debt to continue to grow, put-
ting Social Security at peril. In fact,
this bullying reminds me of the old
adage, that, ‘‘if you don’t like the mes-
sage, shoot the messenger.’’ This is
typically what dictators and strong
men do when they take power. They
terrorize those most likely to question
their programs: professors, newspapers
and religious leaders.

But is it not ironic, 3 years ago the
new Republican leadership demanded
that the President agree to use CBO es-
timates to score his budget?
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The White House, on the other hand,
wanted to use the estimates of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget.

The Speaker and the Republican
leadership were so adamant about
using the CBO, that they refused to
pass appropriations bills, leading to 2
government shutdowns. Instead of hav-
ing an honest and straightforward ac-
counting, the Republican leadership
would rather threaten the CBO.

Mr. Speaker, I want to read a few
statements of what the Republican
leaders said a few years ago in contrast
to statements made last week.

Last week Speaker GINGRICH wrote,
‘‘We are deeply concerned about the in-
creasing evidence that the CBO is ut-
terly unable to predict consistent and
future revenues or even the fiscal year
implications of changes in budget pol-
icy.’’

But on November 15, 1995, Speaker
GINGRICH demanded that the President
‘‘agree to two principles, that the
budget shall be balanced in 7 years and
that the scoring will be honest num-
bers based on the Congressional Budget
Office.’’

On November 20, 1995, the Committee
on Rules Chairman, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON), said
about balancing the budget with CBO
scoring, ‘‘We will do it within 7 years
as estimated by the CBO. There is no
wiggle room there. No smoke and mir-
rors. We will do it with realistic fig-
ures.’’

On that same day, the majority whip
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) said the goal, ‘‘Is to achieve a
balanced budget no later than fiscal
year 2002 as estimated by the CBO.
Very real. Very meaningful.’’

Why is it that 3 years ago CBO esti-
mates were, quote, ‘‘honest,’’ ‘‘realis-
tic,’’ ‘‘meaningful,’’ ‘‘no smoke and
mirrors,’’ and today they are being at-
tacked by the Republican leadership?
Is it possible that the policies being
put forth by the majority today are not
honest, realistic, meaningful, and the
budget numbers are fudged with blue
smoke and mirrors?

Mr. Speaker, this is more than a case
of hypocrisy. This is about responsible
governing and responsible policy-
making at which the leadership has
proven not very adept. Manipulating
budgetary estimates will allow both
parties to abandon fiscal discipline.
Without maintaining a course of fiscal
discipline, the Congress’ hard work
since 1990 will be compromised. Federal
budget surpluses will be short-lived and
we will return to deficit spending and
an increasing national debt.

CBO keeps our policy proposals hon-
est through rigorous analysis and scor-
ing. For the sake of fiscal discipline
and trying to reduce our enormous
Federal debt, we should let the CBO do
its work without interference from par-
tisan politics.

f

MARRIAGE TAX ELIMINATION ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

RADANOVICH). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 21, 1997, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks
ago this House of Representatives did
something that many said could not be
done. I remember when I came to Con-
gress, there were those that said we
could not balance the budget and lower
taxes for the middle class at the same
time. Well, we did that last year with
the bipartisan budget agreement, and 2
weeks ago, the House passed the second
balanced budget in over a generation.

What was significant about that bal-
anced budget is it was a balanced budg-
et that not only spent less, but it taxed
less; and of course, when it made taxes
lower for middle class families, it made
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty the centerpiece and the number 1
priority.

I thought I would take a few minutes
today to talk about why elimination of
the marriage tax penalty is so impor-
tant for middle class Americans
throughout this country. I think a se-
ries of questions really best illustrate
why the marriage tax penalty should
be eliminated, and that is, do Ameri-
cans feel that it is fair that our Tax
Code imposes a higher tax on mar-
riage? Do Americans feel that it is fair
that 21 million average, married, work-
ing couples pay on the average $1,400
more in higher taxes just because they
are married; that a married couple
pays higher taxes than an identical
couple with identical income that lives
together outside of marriage? Do
Americans feel that it is right, or is it
fair, that the only way to avoid the
marriage tax penalty is to file for di-
vorce?

It is clear that the marriage tax is
not only unfair, it is wrong; and really,
it is immoral that our Tax Code pun-
ishes our society’s most basic institu-
tion, the institution of marriage. Let
me remind my colleagues again that 21
million married, working couples pay
on the average $1,400 more in higher
taxes.

I have an example of a couple in Jo-
liet, Illinois, in the south suburbs of
Chicago that I have the privilege of
representing, and let me just give an
example here of how the marriage tax
penalty works. Usually the way it
works is the husband and wife get mar-
ried, they both work; when they file
their taxes, they file jointly and it
pushes them into a higher tax bracket.
In this case we have a machinist at
Caterpillar, and Caterpillar makes the
heavy earth-moving equipment, and
their biggest plant is right in Joliet in
my district.

We have a machinist who works
there, and he makes $30,500 a year in
annual income as a machinist at Cat-
erpillar. After we factor in the stand-
ard exemption and deduction for which
he qualifies, he is going to be taxed at
a rate of 15 percent. Now, say across
town he meets a gal, she is a school
teacher in the Joliet public schools,
and she has an identical income of
$30,500.

Now, if she stayed single, she would
be taxed at 15 percent. But under our
Tax Code when they marry, they file
jointly, even after we factor in for this
couple the standard deductions and ex-
emptions for this married couple, this
machinist and school teacher in Joliet,
Illinois, they end up paying more in
taxes just because they got married. In
fact, this couple, this machinist and
school teacher pays the average mar-
riage tax penalty of $1,400, just because
they got married.
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Now our Tax Code actually says, stay

single and live together outside of mar-
riage. It is to your financial advantage.
That, of course, we believe is just
wrong.

Mr. Speaker, if we think about it,
$1,400 for this couple in Joliet, Illinois
is real money, real money, as I say, for
real people. That is because $1,400 is
one year’s tuition at Joliet Junior Col-
lege; it is 3 months’ day care at a local
day care center.

Now, we have proposed a solution for
eliminating the marriage tax penalty,
and the Marriage Tax Elimination Act,
also known as Weller-McIntosh II, is
legislation which is simple. It elimi-
nates the marriage penalty and of
course it is very simple and does not
complicate the Tax Code.

What we propose to do is to double
the standard deduction. In this case, by
doubling the standard deduction, it
would help that machinist and school
teacher, and also we double the brack-
ets in the Marriage Tax Elimination
Act. Right now, if one is married or if
one is single, one pays 15 percent on
just less than the first $25,000 in in-
come; but if one is married, one only
has a 15 percent rate up to about
$41,000.

Clearly, what our legislation does is
essentially double the bracket for mar-
ried couples to exactly that of singles.
That is fair; that is a simple way of
eliminating the marriage penalty. The
Marriage Tax Elimination Act doubles
relief for married couples by doubling
the standard deduction as well as dou-
bling the brackets to eliminate the
marriage penalty.

That is simple legislation. I think it
is pretty important as we work to
make elimination of the marriage tax

penalty the centerpiece of this year’s
budget and, hopefully, the President
will join with us and make it a biparti-
san effort.

Remember in 1997 the President em-
braced the Republican proposal for a
$500-per-child tax credit. We made it a
bipartisan effort and we succeeded, and
3 million children in Illinois now qual-
ify for that, providing $1.5 billion in
higher take-home pay for Illinois fami-
lies in the coming year because of the
$500-per-child tax credit.

Elimination of the marriage penalty
is the centerpiece of the House budget
that we passed this past week. The
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty should be a number one priority as
we finalize the budget this year.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to highlight what is
arguably the most unfair prevision in the U.S.
Tax code: the marriage tax penalty. I want to
thank you for your long term interest in bring-
ing parity to the tax burden imposed on work-
ing married couples compared to a couple liv-
ing together outside of marriage.

I would also like to commend the leadership
of House budget Chairman Kasich for includ-
ing elimination of the marriage tax penalty as
a top priority in his budget resolution. The Re-
publican House Budget Resolution will save a
penny on every dollar and use those savings
to relieve families of the marriage penalty and
restore a sense of justice to every man and
woman who decides to get married.

Many may recall in January, President Clin-
ton gave his State of the Union Address out-
lining many of the things he wants to do with
the budget surplus.

A surplus provided by the bipartisan budget
agreement which: cut waste; put America’s fis-
cal house in order; and held Washington’s feet
to the fire to balance the budget.

While President Clinton paraded a long list
of new spending totaling at least $46–$48 bil-

lion in new programs—we believe that a top
priority should be returning the budget surplus
to America’s families as additional middle-
class tax relief.

This Congress has given more tax relief to
the middle class and working poor than any
Congress of the last half century.

I think the issue of the marriage penalty can
best be framed by asking these questions: Do
Americans feel its fair that our tax code im-
poses a higher tax penalty on marriage? Do
Americans feel its fair that the average mar-
ried working couple pays almost $1,400 more
in taxes that a couple with almost identical in-
come living together outside of marriage? is it
right that our tax code provides an incentive to
get divorced?

In fact, today the only form one can file to
avoid the marriage tax penalty is paperwork
for divorce. And that is just wrong!

Since 1969, our tax laws have punished
married couples when both spouses work. For
no other reason than the decision to be joined
in holy matrimony, more than 21 million cou-
ples a year are penalized. They pay more in
taxes than they would if they were single. Not
only is the marriage penalty unfair, it’s wrong
that out tax code punishes society’s most
basic institution. The marriage tax penalty
exacts a disproportionate toll on working
women and lower income couples with chil-
dren. In many cases it is a working women’s
issue.

Let me give you an example of how the
marriage tax penalty unfairly affects middle
class married working couples.

For example, a machinist, at a Caterpillar
manufacturing plant in my home district of Jo-
liet, makes $30,500 a year in salary. His wife
is a tenured elementary school teacher, also
bringing home $30,500 a year in salary. If they
would both file their taxes as singles, as indi-
viduals, they would pay 15%.

MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE IN THE SOUTH SUBURBS

Machinist School teacher Couple Weller/McIntosh II

Adjusted Gross Income ...................................................................................................................... $30,500 ....................................... $30,500 ....................................... $61,000 ....................................... $61,000
Less Personal Exemption and Standard Deduction .......................................................................... 6,550 ........................................... 6,550 ........................................... 11,800 ......................................... 13,100 (Singles 2)
Taxable Income .................................................................................................................................. 23,950 ( .15) .............................. 23,950 ( .15) .............................. 49,200 (Partial .28) .................... 47,900 ( .15)
Tax Liability ........................................................................................................................................ 3,592.5 ........................................ 3,592.5 ........................................ 8,563 ........................................... 7,185

Marriage Penalty: $1378; Relief: $1378.
Weller-McIntosh II Eliminates the Marriage Tax
Penalty.

But if they chose to live their lives in holy
matrimony, and now file jointly, their combined
income of $61,000 pushes them into a higher
tax bracket of 28 percent, producing a tax
penalty of $1400 in higher taxes.

On average, America’s married working
couples pay $1,400 more a year in taxes than
individuals with the same incomes. That’s seri-
ous money. Millions of married couples are
still stinging from April 15th’s tax bit and more
married couples are realizing that they are suf-
fering the marriage tax penalty.

Particularly if you think of it in terms of: A
down payment on a house or a car; one years
tuition at a local community college; or several
months worth of quality child care at a local
day care center.

To that end, Congressman DAVID MCINTOSH
and I have authored the Marriage Tax Penalty
Elimination Act.

The Marriage Tax Penalty Elimination Act
will increase the tax brackets (currently at 15%
for the first $24,650 for singles, whereas mar-

ried couples filing jointly pay 15% on the first
$41,200 of their taxable income) to twice that
enjoyed by singles; the Weller-McIntosh pro-
posal would extend a married couple’s 15%
tax bracket to $49,300. Thus, married couples
would enjoy an additional $8,100 in taxable in-
come subject to the low 15% tax rate as op-
posed to the current 28% tax rate and would
result in up to $1,053 in tax relief.

Additionally the bill will increase the stand-
ard deduction for married couples (currently
$6,900) to twice that of singles (currently at
$4,150). Under the Weller-McIntosh legislation
the standard deduction for married couples fil-
ing jointly would be increased to $8,300.

Our new legislation builds on the momen-
tum of their popular H.R. 2456 which enjoyed
the support of 238 cosponsors and numerous
family, women and tax advocacy organiza-
tions. Current law punishes many married cou-
ples who file jointly by pushing them into high-
er tax brackets. It takes the income of the
families’ second wage earner—often the wom-
an’s salary—at a much higher rate than if that
salary was taxed only as an individual. Our bill

already has broad bipartisan cosponsorship by
Members of the House and a similar bill in the
Senate also enjoys widespread support.

It isn’t enough for President Clinton to sug-
gest tax breaks for child care. The President’s
child care proposal would help a working cou-
ple afford, on average, three weeks of day
care. Elimination of the marriage tax penalty
would give the same couple the choice of pay-
ing for three months of child care—or address-
ing other family priorities. After all, parents
know better than Washington what their family
needs.

We fondly remember the 1996 State of the
Union address when the President declared
emphatically that, quote ‘‘the era of big gov-
ernment is over.’’

We must stick to our guns, and stay the
course.

There never was an American appetite for
big government.

But there certainly is for reforming the exist-
ing way government does business.

And what better way to show the American
people that our government will continue along
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the path to reform and prosperity than by
eliminating the marriage tax penalty.

Ladies and Gentleman, we are on the verge
of running a surplus. It’s basic math.

It means Americans are already paying
more than is needed for government to do the
job we expect of it.

What better way to give back than to begin
with mom and dad and the American family—
the backbone of our society.

We ask that President Clinton join with Con-
gress and make elimination of the marriage
tax penalty . . . a bipartisan priority.

Of all the challenges married couples face
in providing home and health to America’s
children, the U.S. tax code should not be one
of them.

Lets eliminate The Marriage Tax Penalty
and do it now!

Mr. Speaker, I include the following for the
RECORD.

Do Americans feel that it’s right to tax a
working couple more just because they live
in holy matrimony?

Is it fair that the American tax code pun-
ishes marriage, our society’s most basic in-
stitution?

WELLER-McINTOSH II MARRIAGE TAX
COMPROMISE

Weller-McIntosh II, H.R. 3734, the Marriage
Tax Penalty Elimination Act presents a new,
innovative marriage penalty elimination
package which pulls together all the prin-
ciple sponsors of various legislative propos-
als with legislation. Weller-McIntosh II will
provide equal and significant relief to both
single and dual earning married couples and
can be implemented immediately.

The Marriage Tax Penalty Elimination Act
will increase the tax brackets (currently at
15% for the first $24,650 for singles, whereas
married couples filing jointly pay 15% on the
first $41,200 of their taxable income) to twice
that enjoyed by singles; the Weller-McIntosh
proposal would extend a married couple’s

15% tax bracket to $49,300. Thus, married
couples would enjoy an additional $8,100 in
taxable income subject to the low 15% tax
rate as opposed to the current 28% tax rate
and would result in up to $1,215 in tax relief.

Additionally the bill will increase the
standard deduction for married couples (cur-
rently $6,900) to twice that of singles (cur-
rently at $4,150). Under the Weller-McIntosh
legislation the standard deduction for mar-
ried couples filing jointly would be increased
to $8,300.

Weller and McIntosh’s new legislation
builds on the momentum of their popular
H.R. 2456 which enjoyed the support of 238 co-
sponsors and numerous family, women and
tax advocacy organizations. Current law
punishes many married couples who file
jointly by pushing them into higher tax
brackets. It taxes the income of the families’
second wage earner—often the woman’s sal-
ary—at a much higher rate than if that sal-
ary was taxed only as an individual.

MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE IN THE SOUTH SUBURBS

Machinist School teacher Couple Weller/McIntosh II

Adjusted Gross Income ............................................................................................................. $30,500 ......................................... $30,500 ......................................... $61,000 ......................................... $61,000
Less Personal Exemption and Standard Deduction ................................................................. 6,550 ............................................. 6,550 ............................................. 11,800 ........................................... 13,100 (Singles 2)
Taxable Income ......................................................................................................................... 23,950 ( .15) ................................ 23,950 ( .15) ................................ 49,200 (Partial .28) ...................... 47,900 ( .15)
Tax Liability ............................................................................................................................... 3,592.5 .......................................... 3,592.5 .......................................... 8,563 ............................................. 7,185

Marriage Penalty: $1378; Relief: $1378.
Weller-McIntosh II Eliminates the Marriage Tax
Penalty.

The repeal of the Marriage tax was part of
the Republican’s 1994 ‘‘Contract with Amer-
ica,’’ but the legislation was vetoed by Presi-
dent Clinton.

f

GAMBLING IS DESTROYING OUR
YOUNG PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I just read
today in The New York Times on the
front page an article entitled, ‘‘Those
Seductive Snake Eyes: Tales of Grow-
ing Up Gambling.’’

The bad news is that gambling in this
country is growing. The worst news is
that the gambling addiction is growing
fastest among young people. The arti-
cle says,

There is a growing concern among experts
on compulsive gambling about the number of
youths who, confronted with State lotteries,
the growth of family-oriented casinos, and
sometimes lax enforcement of wagering
laws, gamble at an earlier and earlier age
and gamble excessively.

The story quotes a recent Harvard
Medical School study which was con-
ducted by Dr. Howard Shaffer which
found that the rate of problem gam-
bling among adolescents is more than
twice the rate for adults. Twice the
rate of adults, and these people are
going to soon be adults.

The article is shocking. It cites sto-
ries of young people who have hit the
bottom at a very young age, and all be-
cause of gambling.

One young man got hooked on gam-
bling as a teenager. The problem was
so bad his parents had to put locks on
all the rooms and closets in the house
so he would not run out and sell the

family’s belongings to gamble. He has
been to prison twice for credit card
fraud and writing false checks. Later in
the article he talks about how he first
got interested in gambling. When he
was growing up, he used to help his
grandmother pick lottery numbers at a
neighborhood store, and then he used
to go gambling with her on trips to At-
lantic City. He would wait for her out-
side the casinos peering into the win-
dows wishing that he could play.

The New York Times piece said that
at one high school in the northeast
U.S., kids said they knew a fellow stu-
dent who was a professional bookie
who booked bets right there at the
high school. Amazingly, that school set
up a mock casino as part of its prom
night festivities. The school principal
said the students had no problems with
the various games. They knew them all
well and apparently needed no coach-
ing.

This is a problem everywhere in
America, all over this country. Accord-
ing to the article, an LSU University
study conducted last year found that
among Louisiana young people age 18
to 21, 1 in 7 were, and I quote, ‘‘problem
gamblers, some of them pathological,
youths with a chronic and progressive
psychological disorder characterized by
an emotional dependence on gambling
and loss of control over their gam-
bling.’’

Everyone in this country is worried
about tobacco use among teenagers,
and I am too, but we have another
problem, Mr. Speaker, that all of us
have to address, and that is the prob-
lem of gambling in this country.

I hope the country wakes up, al-
though I believe the country is far
ahead of the Congress and far ahead of
the elected officials, because every
time gambling is on a referendum, they
vote it down. But I hope the governors
wake up, all of them who are trying to

ply gambling and raise money by lot-
teries, I hope they wake up.

Lastly, I hope this Congress wakes
up. And I will tell my colleagues, no-
body in this Congress who cares about
people and talks about these problems
ought to be taking any political activ-
ity money from the gambling interests,
because if my colleagues will read this
story in today’s New York Times to see
how this is ruining our young people,
how then can one rationalize that one
has taken money from the gambling in-
terests?

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues, I plead with my colleagues,
read today’s New York Times and see
what is happening to our young people.

f

DEFENDING THE INTEGRITY OF
THE CENSUS BUREAU

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I applaud my colleague from
the other side of the aisle, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), for
his very important statement. He is ab-
solutely correct.

Today I rise to defend the integrity
of the Census Bureau. Repeatedly, in
an argument over a fair and accurate
census, the opponents of accuracy have
suggested that they would support the
use of modern technology if they could
be assured that the process would not
be manipulated for political purposes.

Perhaps Jim Hubbard, the represent-
ative of the American Legion said it
best at last week’s meeting of the Sec-
retary’s Census 2000 Advisory Commit-
tee. He said that the only way that the
census numbers could be manipulated
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would be if the professionals in the
Census Bureau did it. He went on to
say that he did not believe that that
was possible.

Mr. Hubbard is absolutely right, and
the opponents of an accurate census
should be ashamed of themselves for
attacking the Census Bureau like that.
Never in the almost 100 years of the
Census Bureau has there been a breach
in the integrity of that organization.

Just after Pearl Harbor, the Presi-
dent of the United States asked the
Census Bureau for a list of the names
and addresses of Japanese living in
America. The Census Bureau refused.
During the 1970s, President Nixon did
not like the fact that the rate of pov-
erty was increasing during his adminis-
tration, and put pressure on the Census
Bureau to change the numbers. The
Census Bureau refused.

The reputation of the Census Bureau
is unassailable, and the opponents of
an accurate census do themselves and
the country a disservice to suggest oth-
erwise.

Today, the Atlanta Journal tries to
make this case once again. They admit
that scientific methods will make the
census more accurate. They acknowl-
edge that if the count shows a popu-
lation shift that favors one party or
the other, it should stand. But then
they claim that only the most optimis-
tic could believe that the numbers
would not be manipulated by the poli-
ticians.
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On that, they are dead wrong. Any-
one who has any knowledge of how a
census works, and how the plans for
2000 work, know that the only ones who
could manipulate the numbers are the
professionals in the field or in the
headquarters of the Census Bureau.
There is not now, and there has never
been, any evidence to suggest that
those professionals would abandon
their professional scientific judgment.

As my Members are all aware, I am
sure, my colleagues and I have been de-
stroying, sacrificing the American for-
ests, my colleague, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MILLER) and I have, in de-
fense of our positions on the census. He
is fond of circulating editorials attack-
ing the census and I have sent out lit-
erally dozens in suppport of a fair and
accurate census.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that today the
gentleman resists the temptation to
use the Atlanta Journal editorial for a
partisan battle, but rather joins me in
defense of the professionals at the Cen-
sus Bureau. The Atlanta Journal sug-
gests that only the ‘‘blissful optimis-
tic’’ could believe that the census proc-
ess is protected from political manipu-
lation by the professionals at the Cen-
sus Bureau. I hope that the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MILLER) will join me
in telling the Atlanta Journal that the
professionals at the Census Bureau are
our best hope of a census that is free of
politics and as accurate as possible, re-
gardless of how our battle turns out.

PRESIDENT SHOULD CANCEL TRIP
TO CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 21, 1997, the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized during morning
hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
know that all of us are committed,
along with the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY) to a fair census.
I am glad to hear that she did not men-
tion the words ‘‘census sampling,’’ be-
cause of course we know that what
that really means is guesstimating.

Many people who are talking about
the census nowadays are the same ones
who suggested that we have a thing
called the ‘‘Motor-Voter Bill’’ in Cali-
fornia, which as we found out was noth-
ing more than the ‘‘Illegal Alien Voter
Registration Act.’’ So we are all dedi-
cated to an accurate census. That is
why we want people specifically count-
ed as they always have been in the
past.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I yield to the
gentlewoman from New York.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, the gentleman mentioned
that the sampling technique is guess-
ing, yet the National Academy of
Sciences has come out with a report
that was ordered really by President
Bush saying that it is the most sci-
entific method, most accurate method
to count Americans.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, it
is called guesstimating.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, that is what the gentleman
calls it. They call it ‘‘accuracy.’’

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, we do not need
some pointy-headed intellectual at
some university, who may or may not
be an ultra liberal receiving some kind
of a grant for study, to tell me that it
is more scientific to guesstimate who
lives over there, rather than to walk
over there and count each person indi-
vidually as has been the case in every
past census.

Mr. Speaker, every time we change
these rules and allow these standards
what we end up with is the average
American gets hurt. And what we did
with motor-voter is we permitted mas-
sive numbers of illegal aliens to vote
and degrade the voting of the American
population.

Mr. Speaker, back to the issue of the
day, however. Yesterday, human rights
activists came to the United States
Capitol and I was privileged to join
them in underscoring the support for
the people of Tibet, especially in light
of the President’s upcoming visit to
Communist China.

Mr. Speaker, many concerns were
raised yesterday, and today we finally
got the answer to those concerns of
yesterday. In a letter published in to-
day’s Washington Post, the Communist
Chinese Ambassador to the United

States claims all the uproar about
Tibet is simply based on misunder-
standings, misunderstandings of the
facts. And he gave us a couple of mis-
conceptions here in his letter to the
Washington Post today. This is the
Communist Chinese Ambassador.

Misconception number one is that
China actually occupies Tibet. That
this was a region that was liberated
peacefully through an agreement
reached between the Central Govern-
ment and the local government in 1951.
Those are his words.

Misconception number two, that
there are a great number of Han Chi-
nese who have immigrated to Tibet. He
claims some professionals from the
coastal areas do go to Tibet to offer ex-
pertise to develop the local economy,
but after completing their tenure most
return home.

And finally there is a misconception
that the Tibetan culture and religion
are being destroyed. When we have this
type of honest dialogue, or the level of
honesty in this dialogue, it makes us
wonder why our President of the
United States is going there to rep-
resent the people of the United States
to try to give us hope that there is any
type of an agreement with gangsters
who make a mockery of the truth like
that.

In fact, what we have got today in
Communist China with the President’s
upcoming visit, here he has chosen the
10th anniversary of the massacre of the
democracy movement in Tiananmen
Square to go visit these gangsters,
even though the human rights record
has not improved, even though the bel-
ligerence of Communist China is in evi-
dence in its smuggling of technologies
of mass destruction to volatile parts of
the world, even Libya and Iran.

Today in the Capital City’s other
newspaper, the Washington Times,
there is a headline story about the
Communist Chinese sending weapons of
mass destruction technology to Libya
and Iran, these terrorist states. Mr.
Speaker, I quote this article, ‘‘Libyan
leader Moammar Gadhafi has said that
he would like to have a missile system
capable of attacking New York.’’

Mr. Speaker, this is not the time to
enter into a discussion with these type
of gangsters who control the govern-
ment in China. I would suggest, espe-
cially when we have evidence that
American companies have been using
American technology to upgrade Com-
munist Chinese missiles, that this is
bad enough, and now we hear that they
are using American technology that
could be shifted to terrorists like
Gadhafi in Libya who would be even
more likely to use this technology to
kill millions of Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the
President is not watching out for the
best interests of our country and he
should cancel his trip to China.
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YOUTH IN ACTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. METCALF) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, over
the recess I had opportunity to visit
Youth in Action in Mount Vernon,
Washington, which is a city in my dis-
trict. Youth in Action was created in
Washington State to encourage school
age children living in multifamily
housing to participate in afterschool
programs.

While most parents would like to
spend more time with their children,
many parents are unable to do so be-
cause of their demanding jobs. The
Youth in Action program provides
adult supervision and engages children
in activities while parents are at work.

More importantly, these adults serve
as positive role models to children
whose parents are not able to be
present. Our children are not the sole
beneficiaries. Our communities also
benefit with lower crime rates, de-
creased vandalism, and reduction in
property damage. Programs such as
Youth in Action help encourage chil-
dren to excel and be active in positive
situations at an early age.

Mr. Speaker, it is during these form-
ative years that we can have the most
influence on these children by instill-
ing values and building positive char-
acter traits.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend Youth in Action for providing
this essential service to children of our
community, children who may need in-
spiration.

f

E-RATE IS TAX ON AMERICANS’
PHONE BILLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
earlier this hour a friend of mine came
to the floor and was talking about his
support for the E-Rate system, the E-
Rate tax. He was also talking about
confusion surrounding that program.

While I certainly respect the gentle-
man’s opinions and understand his
viewpoints, I have got to tell my col-
leagues there should not be a whole lot
of confusion surrounding the E-Rate
tax, or the Gore tax as it is more com-
monly called. If there is, it is because
there was a backroom deal between
Vice President GORE and a bureaucrat
for the FCC.

Mr. Speaker, there should not be con-
fusion, but there may be because of the
tax increase on the phone bill of all
Americans which was passed on to
them secretly by the Vice President
and bureaucrats and not by elected of-
ficials in this Chamber.

It certainly violates all notions of
fair play and constitutional limits that
are passed on the Federal Government.
There may be confusion because the
FCC used heavy-handed tactics to try
and stop phone companies from telling
their consumers that a 5 percent tax
had been passed on to every one of
their phone bills secretly. Certainly,
that does add confusion.

Now, what the Gore tax does is
through the telecommunications bill it
misinterprets, or interprets very loose-
ly, a provision that they believe allows
the FCC to demand that telecommuni-
cation companies increase taxes on
phone bills by 5 percent and then
passes that money on to a new Federal
bureaucracy program.

We have heard, and we will hear
throughout this debate, that this tax is
about the children. That it is about
helping the children. And since I have
been in Washington, D.C., I have found
that there is not much that we pass on
this floor that somebody does not say
is about helping the children. Children,
children, children. That is all we hear
about.

Well, I say if this tax increase on
every American’s phone bill is so im-
portant for the children, then why do
we not invite the Vice President and
our tax-and-spend friends on the left to
come down to this Chamber and de-
bate, fairly and openly for all Ameri-
cans to see, the issues involved here?

America is not about passing tax in-
creases on to all Americans through a
bureaucracy, or for an administration
official to decide that, gee, this is a
really good program, let us tax all
Americans and not tell them about it.

What America is supposed to be
about, what this Chamber, the People’s
House, is supposed to be about, the epi-
center of freedom and democracy
across the world, it is supposed to be
about a fair and free, open debate.

Over 200 years ago, Thomas Jefferson
was talking about the promise and the
dream of America and what would
make the American Republic. What
Thomas Jefferson talked about was the
fair marketplace of ideas and the free
marketplace of ideas where Americans
from all sides of an issue could come
together and debate the issues that af-
fected Americans.

Mr. Speaker, regrettably, this tax in-
crease on the phone bill of all Ameri-
cans has not been done openly in this
Chamber, but rather has been done in
the backrooms of the White House and
in bureaucracies across Washington,
D.C. When the telephone companies
went to the bureaucrats and said we
are going to start telling our consum-
ers about this 5 percent tax that has
been passed on to them, they met re-
sistance. The bureaucrats said, ‘‘You
cannot do that.’’ And so now they are
debating that issue back and forth.

Because of this reason, because of the
backroom deals, today I have intro-
duced a bill called the ‘‘E-Rate Tax
Moratorium Act of 1998.’’ It is going to
do a few simple things. The first thing

it is going to do is it is going to stop
the bureaucrats at the FCC from de-
manding that phone companies tax
Americans.

The second thing it is going to do is
it is going to stop the FCC from de-
manding that the telecommunications
companies participate in the future in
paying more money into this new bu-
reaucracy. It does not destroy this bu-
reaucracy that supposedly is supposed
to help children. It does not stop the
head of this new bureaucracy from
talking $200,000 a year, not that that is
something that we would not nec-
essarily like to do away with.
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But, instead, it puts a moratorium on
it, and it says wait a second, you all
passed this in a manner that the GAO
said was illegal. You broke laws. You
hiked taxes on every single American
with a telephone without doing it in a
fair and open democratic debate. Let us
just put a freeze on it and take up the
issue later.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
join in a moratorium on the Gore tax.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Pursuant to clause 12 of
rule I, the Chair declares the House in
recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 16 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
until 2 p.m.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EWING) at 2 p.m.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

Surround us, O God, with the spirit of
unity as we cherish together our pur-
poses and our aspirations. We know,
gracious God, that you unite us in our
common creation and give us solidarity
in our shared aspirations. You have
also given us individual minds with
which to think, hearts with which to
care, and hands with which to work.
We honor the authentic disagreements
we have with each other even as we
honor each other in our shared objec-
tives and purposes. Help us to hold
high, O God, our noble tasks to your
glory and honor. In your name, we
pray. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. FURSE)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. FURSE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is
Private Calendar day. The Clerk will
call the first individual bill on the Pri-
vate Calendar.

f

MARGARITO DOMANTAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk called the bill (H.R. 375) for the
relief of Margarito Domantay.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 375

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SATISFACTION OF CLAIM AGAINST

THE UNITED STATES.
The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay,

out of any funds in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, to Petty Officer
Margarito Domantay, United States Navy
(retired), of Tampa, Florida, the amount of
retired pay that he would have received for
the period beginning on June 8, 1979, and end-
ing on March 12, 1985, had he been initially
retired in the grade of E–5, second class
(rather than the grade of E–4, third class, in
which he was mistakenly retired due to ad-
ministrative error).
SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON AGENT AND ATTORNEY

FEES.
It shall be unlawful for an amount exceed-

ing 10 percent of the amount paid pursuant
to section 1 to be paid to, or received by, any
agent or attorney for any service rendered in
connection with the claim described in such
section. Any person who violates this section
shall be guilty of an infraction, and shall be
subject to a fine in the amount provided in
title 18, United States Code.

With the following committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. PAYMENT OF CLAIM AGAINST THE

UNITED STATES FOR ERRONEOUS
COMPUTATION OF RETIRED PAY.

The Secretary of the Treasury shall pay, out
of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to Petty Officer Margarito
Domantay, United States Navy (retired), of
Tampa, Florida, the sum of $6,386.30, such
amount representing the amount of retired pay
(with interest) that Petty Officer Domantay
would have received for the period beginning on
June 8, 1979, and ending on March 12, 1985, had
that retired pay been properly computed based
upon pay grade E–5 second class (rather than
pay grade of E–4, third class, with which such
retired pay was computed due to administrative
error).
SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON AGENT AND ATTORNEY

FEES.
It shall be unlawful for an amount exceeding

10 percent of the amount paid pursuant to sec-

tion 1 to be paid to, or received by, any agent or
attorney for any service rendered in connection
with the claim described in such section. Any
person who violates this section shall be guilty
of an infraction, and shall be subject to a fine
in the amount provided in title 18, United States
Code.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
The committee amendment in the

nature of a substitute was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

f

NURATU OLAREWAJU ABEKE
KADIRI

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 1949)
for the relief of Nuratu Olarewaju
Abeke Kadiri.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 1949
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR

NURATU OLAREWAJU ABEKE
KADIRI.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, Nuratu
Olarewaju Abeke Kadiri shall be eligible for
issuance of an immigrant visa or for adjust-
ment of status to that of an alien lawfully
admitted for permanent residence upon fil-
ing an application for issuance of an immi-
grant visa under section 204 of such Act or
for adjustment of status to lawful permanent
resident.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Nuratu
Olarewaju Abeke Kadiri enters the United
States before the filing deadline specified in
subsection (c), she shall be considered to
have entered and remained lawfully and
shall, if otherwise eligible, be eligible for ad-
justment of status under section 245 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act as of the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAY-
MENT OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall
apply only if the application for issuance of
an immigrant visa or the application for ad-
justment of status is filed with appropriate
fees within 2 years after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUM-
BER.—Upon the granting of an immigrant
visa or permanent residence to Nuratu
Olarewaju Abeke Kadiri, the Secretary of
State shall instruct the proper officer to re-
duce by 1, during the current or next follow-
ing fiscal year, the total number of immi-
grant visas that are made available to na-
tives of the country of the alien’s birth
under section 203(a) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act or, if applicable, the total
number of immigrant visas that are made
available to natives of the country of the
alien’s birth under section 202(e) of such Act.

With the following committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. PERMANENT RESIDENT STATUS FOR
NURATU OLAREWAJU ABEKE KADIRI.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
sections (a) and (b) of section 201 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Nuratu Olarewaju
Abeke Kadiri shall be eligible for issuance of an
immigrant visa or for adjustment of status to
that of an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence upon filing an application for
issuance of an immigrant visa under section 204
of such Act or for adjustment of status to lawful
permanent resident.

(b) ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS.—If Nuratu
Olarewaju Abeke Kadiri enters the United
States before the filing deadline specified in sub-
section (c), she shall be considered to have en-
tered and remained lawfully and shall, if other-
wise eligible, be eligible for adjustment of status
under section 245 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act as of the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(c) DEADLINE FOR APPLICATION AND PAYMENT
OF FEES.—Subsections (a) and (b) shall apply
only if the application for issuance of an immi-
grant visa or the application for adjustment of
status is filed with appropriate fees within 2
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(d) REDUCTION OF IMMIGRANT VISA NUMBER.—
Upon the granting of an immigrant visa or per-
manent residence to Nuratu Olarewaju Abeke
Kadiri, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper officer to reduce by 1, during the current
or next following fiscal year, the total number of
immigrant visas that are made available to na-
tives of the country of the alien’s birth under
section 203(a) of the Immigration and National-
ity Act or, if applicable, the total number of im-
migrant visas that are made available to natives
of the country of the alien’s birth under section
202(e) of such Act.

(e) DENIAL OF PREFERENTIAL IMMIGRATION
TREATMENT FOR CERTAIN RELATIVES.—The nat-
ural parents, brothers, and sisters of Nuratu
Olarewaju Abeke Kadiri shall not, by virtue of
such relationship, be accorded any right, privi-
lege, or status under the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER (during the
reading). Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
The committee amendment in the

nature of a substitute was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
concludes the call of the Private Cal-
endar.

f

DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM
ACT

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to ask Members to help our Nation’s
children learn and teachers teach by
supporting H.R. 3248, the Dollars to the
Classroom Act. This bill will send at
least 95 cents of every Federal dollar
for 30 K-through-12 education programs
to our children’s classrooms. That
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means that over $3 billion a year will
be taken from the grasp of bureaucrats
and put into the hands of a teacher who
knows your child’s name.

Mr. Speaker, that means that every
classroom in America will get over $500
more per year. Instead of paying for re-
ports, studies, and layers of bureauc-
racy, our tax dollars should be used to
pay for teachers’ salaries, textbooks,
computers, microscopes and maps.
That is what this bill does.

Last October the Dollars to the
Classroom resolution, sense of the
House resolution, passed overwhelm-
ingly. Now, in 1998, we must put rhet-
oric into action by passing the Dollars
to the Classroom Act into law before
our children return to school next fall.

f

INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND
IS NOT A LOAN PROGRAM

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
Japan is beating the White House like
a drum. Check this out: Japan lets the
yen hit rock bottom, making Japanese
products lower than a Dolly Parton
wonder bra, forcing Japan’s Asian ri-
vals to dial 911 for Uncle Sam, who has
already given $120 billion from the
International Monetary Fund to bail
out Korea, Thailand, and Indonesia.
And, you guessed it, the White House
says, they need it and the White House
wants $18 billion more for IMF.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. Let us tell
it like it is. This International Mone-
tary Fund does not look like a loan
program to me. It is starting to look
like international welfare, and Japan is
cashing the food stamps while they
laugh all the way to the bank with our
dollars.

You think about that, and I yield
back the 207 points of fright on Wall
Street.

f

THE PRESIDENT MUST CALL FOR
AN END TO CHINA’S NOTORIOUS
LABOR CAMPS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, in 1997
then-President Ronald Reagan signaled
an end to the Cold War when he called
upon Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev
to tear down the Berlin Wall. The time
has come for President Clinton to
make a similar call to the Communist
Chinese.

Next week President Clinton will
have a landmark opportunity to call
for human rights reforms in Com-
munist China. He will have a historic
opportunity, and millions of Americans
hope and pray that he will not squan-
der it.

The President will be greeted in
Tiananmen Square. This is the same
site where 9 years ago the world

watched as the Chinese Government
brutally crushed the prodemocracy
demonstration and killed or jailed
thousands of Chinese citizens.

As the world’s only true leader,
America cannot abdicate its respon-
sibility to call for an end to China’s
human rights abuses. At every turn,
President Clinton must call on the Chi-
nese Government to respect the rights
of Chinese citizens to assemble and to
freely express themselves. The Presi-
dent must speak for the conscience of
the civilized world and call for an end
to China’s notorious labor camps.

The time has come for the U.S. to ex-
ercise its leadership and moral author-
ity, and I sincerely hope that President
Clinton doesn’t waste it.

f

REFORMERS ON BOTH SIDES OF
THE AISLE SHOULD VOTE FOR
COVERDELL LEGISLATION
(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, the Fed-
eral Government should support suc-
cess and condemn failure. Yet, when it
comes to education for our children,
the government does exactly the oppo-
site. The special interests in Washing-
ton defend the status quo even for fail-
ing schools, and then when it comes to
initiatives from the States that do
work, Washington bureaucrats con-
demn them.

Our children are the ones who daily
are being shortchanged. Congress has a
chance to change all of that with a
vote tomorrow on education IRAs. It
gives parents more control over their
children’s education and it gives less
control to special interests.

This is not a tough choice. The edu-
cation of our children is too important
to let special interest politics get in
the way.

I urge reformers on both sides of the
aisle to support the Coverdell legisla-
tion when it comes before this House
tomorrow.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 15, 1998.

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, I
have the honor to transmit a sealed envelope
received from the White House on June 15,
1998 at 4:01 p.m. and said to contain a mes-
sage from the President whereby he trans-
mits to the Congress a report required by
Condition (4)(A) of the resolution of advice
and consent to ratification of the Chemical
Weapons Convention.

With warm regards,
ROBIN H. CARLE,

Clerk.

COST-SHARING ARRANGEMENTS
UNDER CONVENTION ON PROHI-
BITION OF DEVELOPMENT, PRO-
DUCTION, STOCKPILING AND USE
OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND
THEIR DESTRUCTION—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations:
To the Congress of The United States:

Attached is a report to the Congress
on cost-sharing arrangements, as re-
quired by Condition (4)(A) of the reso-
lution of advice and consent to ratifi-
cation of the Convention on the Prohi-
bition of the Development, Production,
Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weap-
ons and on Their Destruction, adopted
by the Senate of the United States on
April 24, 1997.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 15, 1998.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I,
the Chair announces that he will post-
pone further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules, but
not before 5 p.m. today.

f

CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL TO
NELSON ROLIHLAHLA MANDELA

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3156) to present a congressional
gold medal to Nelson Rolihlahla
Mandela.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3156

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) Nelson Mandela has dedicated his entire

life to the abolition of apartheid and the cre-
ation of a true democracy in the Republic of
South Africa and has sacrificed his own per-
sonal freedom for the good of everyone.

(2) For nearly 30 years as a political pris-
oner, Nelson Mandela never compromised his
political principles, was a source of strength
and education for other political prisoners,
and refused offers of freedom in exchange for
a renunciation of his personal and political
beliefs.

(3) After his release from prison, Nelson
Mandela continued to pursue his goal of a
free South Africa, and was elected and subse-
quently inaugurated as State President of
the Republic of South Africa on May 10, 1994,
at the age of 75 years.

(4) Nelson Mandela’s dedication to freedom
did not cease once the apartheid laws were
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lifted, as he then focused his efforts toward
reconciliation by creating the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission, chaired by the
Archbishop Desmond Tutu.

(5) Nelson Mandela is the recipient of many
awards and accolades, including the Nobel
Peace Prize (which he accepted with then-
State President F.W. de Klerk in 1993), and
more than 50 honorary degrees from univer-
sities around the world.

(6) Millions of individuals of all races and
backgrounds in the United States and
around the world followed Nelson Mandela’s
example and fought for the abolition of
apartheid in the Republic of South Africa
and in this regard the Congress recognizes
Amy Elizabeth Biehl, an American student
who lost her life in the struggle to free
South Africa from racial oppression, and the
spirit of forgiveness and reconciliation dis-
played by her parents, Peter and Linda
Biehl.

(7) Nelson Mandela is a prime example of
how to work to heal the wounds of racism.
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL.

(a) PRESENTATION AUTHORIZED.—The Presi-
dent is authorized to present, on behalf of
the Congress, a gold medal of appropriate de-
sign to Nelson Rolihlahla Mandela in rec-
ognition of his life-long dedication to the
abolition of apartheid and the promotion of
reconciliation among the people of the Re-
public of South Africa.

(b) DESIGN AND STRIKING.—For the purpose
of the presentation referred to in subsection
(a), the Secretary of the Treasury (hereafter
in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’)
shall strike a gold medal with suitable em-
blems, devices, and inscriptions, to be deter-
mined by the Secretary.
SEC. 3. DUPLICATE MEDALS.

Under such regulations as the Secretary
may prescribe, the Secretary may strike and
sell duplicates in bronze of the gold medal
struck under section 2 at a price sufficient to
cover the costs of the medals, including
labor, materials, dies, use of machinery, and
overhead expenses.
SEC. 4. NATIONAL MEDALS.

The medals struck under this Act are na-
tional medals for purposes of chapter 51 of
title 31, United States Code.
SEC. 5. FUNDING AND PROCEEDS OF SALE.

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There is hereby au-
thorized to be charged against the United
States Mint Public Enterprise Fund an
amount not to exceed $30,000 to pay for the
cost of the medals authorized by this Act.

(b) PROCEEDS OF SALE.—Amounts received
from the sale of duplicate bronze medals
under section 3 shall be deposited in the
United States Mint Public Enterprise Fund.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I rise in
support of H.R. 3156, the bill to award a
Congressional Gold Medal to Nelson
Mandela, a man who is the linchpin of
stability and democracy in Africa. I
use the term advisedly because a
linchpin is inserted at the end of a
shaft to keep the wheel from coming
off. It is an apt metaphor for the role of
Mr. Mandela and South Africa at this
point in the history of that troubled
continent. Subsequent speakers will
detail this Nobel Laureate’s manifold

accomplishments and the international
recognition he has received since his
release from nearly 30 years’ imprison-
ment on Robben Island.

H.R. 3156 complies with Committee
on Banking and Financial Services’
rules regarding the authorization of
gold medals. Although a committee
markup was not held, 293 Members are
cosponsors. There is no known opposi-
tion from Members of Congress or the
United States Mint.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is the
product of the hard work of my es-
teemed colleague, the gentleman from
New York (AMO HOUGHTON).

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HOUGHTON) and ask unani-
mous consent that he may be per-
mitted to yield blocks of time to others
who may wish to speak to this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Delaware?

There was no objection.
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume,
and thank the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE) for yielding me this
time.

I would like to talk about this bill,
H.R. 3156. I think it is a very important
bill because it attacks an important
issue in our society and one of the
most exemplary men who lives today.

This is a bipartisan bill. Beside me is
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. He and the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. LEE HAMIL-
TON), who is the minority member of
that committee, have been endorsing
it; the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NEWT GINGRICH), the Speaker; the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT);
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
MAXINE WATERS); the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. STEVE CHABOT); the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. MARK
SANFORD); the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CHARLIE RANGEL); the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TOM CAMP-
BELL); the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. DON PAYNE); the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. DOUG BEREUTER); the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. ALCEE
HASTINGS); the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. JOHN LEWIS), importantly the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS);
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
JIM MCDERMOTT); the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. BOB MENENDEZ); and
Mr. RON DELLUMS, among others. And I
think, as the gentleman from Delaware
(Mr. CASTLE) said, there are almost 300
people that have signed on to this.

The Congressional Gold Medal is
really very, very special. It was award-
ed first to George Washington in 1776,
and then to a variety of other people,
Jonas Salk, Robert Frost, Walt Disney,
Mary Lasker, Frank Sinatra, Billy
Graham, Mother Teresa, and Colin
Powell. Nelson Mandela is really an ap-
propriate addition to this esteemed
list.

The simple yet important bill we pro-
pose here today recognizes Mr.

Mandela because of several features:
one, his ending of racism in that im-
portant country of South Africa, in Af-
rica; promoting democracy and also en-
couraging this extraordinary concept
of truth and reconciliation.

Also, I would like to mention, Mr.
Speaker, that Peter and Linda Biehl of
La Quinta, California, are also recog-
nized by the bill. Some of you may re-
member, this is an extraordinary fam-
ily, whose daughter Amy was killed in
one of the districts in South Africa try-
ing to help and encourage in the teach-
ing of young black children.

b 1415

There is no recrimination, there is no
nastiness, there is no retribution there.
They actually testified in front of
Bishop Tutu’s Truth and Reconcili-
ation Committee and really represent
everything that I am sure Mr. Mandela
would have liked to have seen if he had
been there by an example of his life.

The timing of this bill is pretty im-
portant. Today is called Youth Day.
And Youth Day really represents an ex-
traordinary day in 1976 when there was
the student riots in Soweto and the en-
suing deaths of many people.

Also, it just so happens, 2 days from
now, on the 18th of June, will be Mr.
Mandela’s 80th birthday.

Now, let me also give credit to people
who stood beside us as we were propos-
ing this legislation. And sometimes we
do not hear about them. There is the
Fulbright Association, the Young
Women’s Christian Association, the
Results Group, the Catholic Relief
Services, the American Committee on
Africa, the Education on Africa, Afri-
can-American Institute, and Senator
AL D’AMATO.

Let me try to encapsulate briefly
what this medal means to me person-
ally. First of all, it means great cour-
age. Here is a man at the peak of his
life representing everything that was
good in South Africa, who was thrown
into jail and stayed there almost un-
known for 27 years. He came out of jail
and, without any sense of violence or
recrimination, started the process of
healing the country, which ultimately
ended up in his election as president.

I can remember myself personally
going into Soweto in 1985 at Christmas
time, and it was one of the most terri-
fying experiences. I had been in World
War II, but this was pretty terrifying.
Some of these southern Rhodesians
that had come down as police, the
apartheid police, ransacking their car,
practically stripping them bare to see
if they concealed any weapons. This
was the type of country that he came
back to try to reconcile.

He also has been associated with an-
other hero, a great hero, which is
Bishop Desmond Tutu, who has been in
charge of the Truth and Reconciliation
Committee.

Another thing that I think of with
Mr. Mandela is here is a man who is
really putting this nation back on
track. As President Clinton has said
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many times, freedom means nothing
unless you can do something with it.
He said this when he was over in South
Africa in the presence of Nelson
Mandela about a month ago.

He is really trying to knit together
the economy so that the people who
have been waiting for generations to be
able to have meaningful jobs can get
those jobs. It is not easy. We are trying
to help. But he represents sort of an
economic hope of job security, which
nobody heretofore has represented.

Another reason is that this is pretty
important for the continent of Africa.
As my colleagues know, we cannot pick
up the paper, whether it is the story of
Nigeria or the Sudan or anything,
without realizing the terrorism and
horrifying examples that are taking
place over there. Here is a man defying
all the elements of dictatorship, strid-
ing ahead, representing the best that
country has to offer.

Mr. Speaker, I really think that from
my own standpoint, and I really sort of
echo the feelings of my friends I hope,
the world needs heroes and here is the
genuine hero. I was reading something
by the historian Daniel Boorstin the
other day and it said,

We are overwhelmed by the instant mo-
ment. We have lost our sense of history. We
have lost interest in the real examples which
alone can help us share standards for the hu-
manity of the future. Everything that we do
in America is based on the lives of people,
some of whom we do not know, have never
met, and never will. When we try to find out
how those people have lived, we are really
trying to find out how we ourselves live and
what we are all about.

This is what Mr. Mandela is. Mr.
Speaker, I am in awe of this man. Obvi-
ously, that is clear from what I said.
There is no more fitting use of this
great award than to give it to one of
the world’s great leaders. I thank my
colleagues very much for letting me
express myself here.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN), chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise
today in strong support of H.R. 3156, a
bill to present a Congressional Gold
Medal to Nelson Mandela.

I want to thank my colleague and
good friend the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HOUGHTON), a member of our
Committee on International Relations,
for introducing this bill and working so
diligently to bring the measure to the
floor at this time.

Mr. Speaker, Nelson Mandela is an
international treasure. As the presi-
dent of South Africa, Nelson Mandela
is the embodiment of national rec-
onciliation. His vision, his humility,
and magnanimity have enabled South
Africa to overcome the most bitter of
social divisions.

Nelson Mandela was oppressed by
apartheid for decades. He was jailed for
more than a quarter of a century as a
political prisoner. In his autobiog-
raphy, Long Walk to Freedom, Nelson
Mandela says,

It was during those long and lonely years
that my hunger for the freedom of my own
people became a hunger for the freedom of
all people, white and black. I knew as well as
I knew anything that the oppressor must be
liberated just as surely as the oppressed. A
man who takes away another man’s freedom
is a prisoner of hatred, he is locked behind
the bars of prejudice and narrow-mindedness.
I am not truly free if I am taking away
someone else’s freedom, just as surely as I
am not free when my freedom is taken away
from me. The oppressed and the oppressor
alike are robbed of their humanity.

Mr. Speaker, Nelson Mandela’s words
transcend South Africa and the fight
against apartheid. They apply in
Kosovo, to Bosnia, to Cambodia, to Af-
ghanistan, to Rwanda, to Ireland, and
any other place that is torn by ethnic,
racial, or religious strife.

Nelson Mandela’s words of national
reconciliation are a strong echo of
those said by President Abraham Lin-
coln in his first inaugural address in
1861. Lincoln spoke directly to those
who would secede from the Union,

We are not enemies but friends. We must
not be enemies. Though passion may have
strained, it must not break our bonds of af-
fection. The mystic chords of memory,
stretching from every battlefield and patriot
grave to every living heart and hearthstone
all over this broad land, will yet swell the
chorus of the Union, when again touched, as
surely they will be, by the better angels of
our nature.

Mr. Speaker, the better angels of our
nature are personified in Nelson
Mandela. It is entirely appropriate that
we honor him with the Congressional
Gold Medal. Accordingly, I urge my
colleagues to support this measure
that has been offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON).

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that
we are here on the floor today consid-
ering legislation to award the Congres-
sional Gold Medal to Nelson Mandela.
It is a distinct honor to rise in support
of this bill as the ranking Democrat on
the Subcommittee on Domestic and
Independent National Monetary Policy
of the House Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON)
for introducing this bill and his tireless
work and commitment to see it become
law.

Mr. Speaker, I take personal pride as
a member of the Congress of the United
States of America today and the work
that I have been involved in for so
many years because of Nelson Mandela
and all of those brave men and women
in South Africa who decided they
would put their lives on the line to dis-
mantle the unconscionable racist
apartheid by the South African regime
at that time.

I can recall getting interested in this
issue. I was asked to serve on the

Board of Trans-Africa here in Washing-
ton D.C., headed by Randall Robinson.
I was then a member of the California
State Assembly. And because of my in-
volvement on that board, I carried the
divestment legislation for the State of
California, divesting all of our pension
funds from businesses that were doing
business in South Africa.

Well, that work carried me all over
the United States of America and, of
course, to South Africa at the appro-
priate time. We had the opportunity to
work with Members of Congress. We
had the opportunity to travel all over
the country to universities and col-
leges organizing students. We had the
opportunity to offer our legislation as
a model to other legislators who want-
ed to carry divestment legislation. We
were carrying divestment legislation at
the state level. We had brave members
of Congress; i.e., Ron Dellums, and oth-
ers who were carrying the sanctions
legislation here in Congress.

We worked. We organized. We worked
with Walter Sisulus. We worked with
Mbeke. We worked with members of
the ANC. We embraced the ANC when
it was unpopular to do so because of
the policy that they had embraced and
the approach that they were taking to
get rid of apartheid. It was some of the
most important work that I have done
in my entire career.

My divestment legislation was signed
into law, and I think I am prouder of
that legislation than any other legisla-
tion that I have carried either there or
here in the Congress of the United
States.

I traveled to South Africa when we
first lifted the ban, when they first lift-
ed the ban on the ANC and met with
leaders from around the world as we
talked about the work of the ANC. And
of course, I traveled to South Africa on
any number of cases, up to the point of
time when Nelson Mandela was inaugu-
rated to become the president of South
Africa.

The work that Nelson Mandela did,
the time that he served in prison, the
years that he spent in isolation on
Robben Island was really the most mo-
tivational experience any human being
could have. To see him dedicated to the
proposition that they would be free no
matter how powerful, no matter how
overwhelming that regime was, was a
lesson to all of us who were involved on
a day-to-day basis in the civil rights
movement, involved on a day-to-day
basis trying to get justice right here in
our own country. We cried with those
who were involved in that struggle.

When Nelson Mandela walked out of
that prison, we stayed up all night and
we danced the tutu. When he came to
the United States following his release,
I had the opportunity to produce him
at the arena in Los Angeles, where we
had 90,000 people who came and enjoyed
his speech and a lot of cultural activ-
ity.

Again, I stand here today so pleased
and proud to join with all of the Mem-
bers who are principal coauthors and
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who are just supportive of the idea that
he deserves this recognition.

Mr. Speaker, I will close my com-
ments simply by saying, we could not
do a better thing here in this Congress
than give recognition to this gen-
tleman who showed us all what it
means to be a human being that is
committed to justice and equality for
all.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 3156, legislation providing for
the awarding of a Congressional Gold
Medal to South African President Nel-
son Mandela.

I want to first take a moment to ex-
press my appreciation to my friend and
distinguished colleague from New York
(Mr. HOUGHTON). I am pleased to join
him as an original cosponsor. I thank
him for working so hard to gather 291
cosponsors to this bill, and that is no
small task.
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I want to commend both the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON)
and Bob Van Wicklin of his staff for
their extraordinary efforts in this mat-
ter. Nelson Mandela has earned this
honor. He clearly deserves it. He has
spent his entire life engaging in a
struggle for freedom, battling those
forces who would deny democracy to
millions of South Africans and stand-
ing firm against forces who would con-
tinue indefinitely institutional racism.

Mr. Speaker, it is fitting that we be-
stow this honor on President Mandela
as he spends his final year in public
service, the culmination of a lifetime
of work on behalf of his countrymen. I
am pleased to support this legislation,
and I hope that we pass it overwhelm-
ingly.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK).

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my ranking member and distin-
guished chairperson of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to add my sup-
port and congratulations for this Con-
gress being keen enough to honor one
of the finest gentlemen in our world
today, Mr. Nelson Mandela, with a Con-
gressional Gold Medal. As has been said
already, he served over 30 years in one
of the most horrible prisons in the
world. He saw many of his fellow men
and freedom fighters assassinated and
die during that time. Nelson Mandela
is certainly a role model for all of us to
follow. Freedom, dignity and strength
for all of us. I, too, worked on the sanc-

tions bill in Michigan as we served in
the Michigan legislature and am happy
that the sanctions movement in this
country made it possible not only for
President Mandela to be free but to
give all who suffer inhumanity a rea-
son to live.

Mr. Speaker, let us pass with pride
and dignity the Congressional Gold
Medal for President Nelson Mandela.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in reverence,
honor, and true respect not only for this legis-
lation, but for the ideals and goals of President
Nelson Mandela. A Congressional Gold Medal
is woefully inadequate for the faith in God, the
dedication to freedom, and the willingness to
work with his former oppressors for the good
of the world that is manifest in the person of
President Mandela. Every person who has
ever dedicated her or his life to human rights
needs to look no further than to President
Mandela as a penultimate example of service
to humankind.

As we move toward a new millennium, it is
stunning to remember that President Mandela
spent most of the last 50 years in prison at
Robben Island, underground evading the
South African police, or was fighting the var-
ious injustice and oppression that was apart-
heid. Before President Mandela was sen-
tenced to life in prison at Robben Island, his
statement from the dock in the Rivonia Trial
ends with these words:

I have fought against white domination,
and I have fought against black domination.
I have cherished the ideal of a democratic
and free society in which all persons live to-
gether in harmony and with equal opportuni-
ties. It is an ideal which I hope to live for
and to achieve. But if needs be, it is an ideal
for which I am prepared to die.

For 27 years, President Mandela was at
Robben Island Prison, a maximum security
prison on a small island off the coast near
Cape Town, South Africa; at Pollsmoor Prison
in Cape Town and in December 1988 he was
moved to the Victor Verster Prison near Paarl
from where he was eventually released. Presi-
dent Mandela repeatedly and flatly rejected
various offers made by his jailers for release
upon his acceptance of second-class citizen-
ship for him and his people. As President
Mandela often said, ‘‘prisoners cannot enter
into contracts. Only free men can negotiate.’’
His refusal to negotiate on anything less than
an equal basis forged the fight for President
Mandela, his wife Winnie, and his people in
Africa and throughout the world.

Freedom rung on February 11, 1990 when
President Mandela was released from active
captivity. Mind you, I said ‘‘active captivity,’’ as
the spirit of President Mandela was never held
captive. In 1991, at the first national con-
ference of the African National Conference
(ANC) held inside South Africa after being
banned for decades, Nelson Mandela was
elected President of the ANC while his lifelong
friend and colleague, Oliver Tambo, became
National Chairperson of the ANC. This day
was fought for through the numerous protests
and dedication of many organizations and indi-
viduals, specifically my colleagues of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, who continually and
tirelessly put pressure upon Congress to adopt
legislation that would ban trade and commerce
with the then-oppressive government of South
Africa.

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. once said that
‘‘the true measure of a man is not where he

stands during times of comfort and conven-
ience, but where he stands during time of cri-
sis and controversy.’’ By Dr. King’s words,
President Mandela has set a standard that all
Members of Congress should at least strive to
attain. President Mandela, despite being
chased like an animal in the streets of South
Africa, beaten like a dead horse during inhu-
man and inhumane captivity over a quarter of
a century, and being considered a banned
person in the spoken and written word, never
wavered in his devotion to democracy, equal-
ity and understanding. Despite terrible provo-
cation, he has never answered racism with
racism or hate with hate. His life continues to
be an inspiration, in South Africa and through-
out the world, to all who are oppressed and
deprived, to all who are opposed to oppres-
sion and deprivation.

In a life that is the veritable symbol of the
triumph of the human Nelson Mandela accept-
ed the 1993 Nobel Peace Price on behalf of
all South Africans who suffered and sacrificed
so much to bring peace to the land of all of
our mothers and fathers. It is my hope that
when we award this Congressional Gold
medal, we remember why we were elected to
Congress in the first place: to concern our-
selves not with the next election, but for mak-
ing our country and our world better for the
next generation. President Mandela demands
nothing less from all of us—Democrat or Re-
publican, Christian, Jewish, or Muslim, black
or white. President Mandela has taught us the
lesson of principles. It is time for Congress to
collectively follow our teacher’s courageous
and superb guidance.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in strong support of
H.R. 3156, to present a Congressional
Gold Medal to Nelson Mandela. I want
to thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HOUGHTON) who has worked
so hard on this for introducing the
measure which I have cosponsored. I
also want to thank his staff person,
Bob Van Wicklin, for the work he has
done on it, too. It does not happen
without good staff. I also want to take
note of the strong bipartisan support
for this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, Nelson Mandela is a
true hero, a role model for people all
over the world who struggle for human
rights, to the millions who still lack
basic freedoms, and to many of us in
this body. There is indeed something
about this man. He exudes an aura of
dignity, self-confidence, commitment,
determination, of conviction of his
views.

Nelson Mandela spent his adult life
fighting for the freedom of his people,
never wavering in his belief in the in-
herent dignity of all persons, regard-
less of color or creed. This is a lesson
which he taught to colleagues in the
African National Congress, to fellow
political prisoners, and now to all
South Africans. He never compromised
his beliefs or his principles, no matter
what reward was offered in return.

I can remember being involved with
the Aspin Institute on a congressional
project on South Africa which was dur-
ing apartheid and then post-apartheid.
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Therefore, meeting with Nelson
Mandela, and before that, actually
meeting in a place where we had mem-
bers of the Conservative Party, mem-
bers of the National Party, members of
the ANC who met with us individually
with guards. They could not come into
the same room together. Now look at
what has happened. Nelson Mandela
was released, Nelson Mandela was
sworn in as the President of South Af-
rica, and apartheid is no more. What a
great man.

As President, Nelson Mandela has
continued to lead his people in the
struggle for human rights and a demo-
cratic society. Importantly, he has also
recognized the importance of societal
reconciliation as a necessary compo-
nent of this struggle. He is still a lead-
er for millions of Americans and others
who admire his leadership and his de-
votion to equal rights, and I am
pleased that this Congress will recog-
nize his work by presenting him with a
Congressional Gold Medal.

I urge support for H.R. 3156.
Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from California for yielding me this
time and I want to thank the gen-
tleman from New York. The two of us
had an opportunity to be in South Afri-
ca last year.

I will say to my colleagues that this
could not be a more deserving honor
than to honor President Nelson
Mandela. As one of his daughters said
often that she grew up without a father
who then returned and became the fa-
ther of a nation, I would simply say for
all of us in America, we recognized
that this fatherhood was sacrificing
and tender and caring and strong. That
is why Nelson Mandela can stand on
the African continent and be respected
by all of the nations and all of the peo-
ple.

It gives me great delight that we
would come to this body and honor
him. I am so very proud to be from a
city like Houston and a State like
Texas who knew immediately through
the leadership of our respective black
caucuses that we would divest our in-
vestments from South Africa. I salute
the late Congressman Mickey Leland
and the former council member Ernest
McGowan who paid tribute by making
sure that Texas stood strong. This is a
great honor. He is a great friend. I
thank the gentleman from New York
for his leadership. Together we will
recognize one of the greatest persons in
the history of the world, President Nel-
son Mandela.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. FURSE).

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. HOUGHTON) for yielding me this

time and also for putting this wonder-
ful effort together. Once in a while
leadership just jumps up and this is the
time, and we thank the gentleman so
much for doing this.

Mr. Speaker, I was a South African,
and I can speak from experience how
total was apartheid, how brutal was
the regime. I was privileged while in
South Africa to participate in the
struggle against apartheid and then
later in my life as an American citizen
to work with individuals and organiza-
tions to assure that the boycott
against the apartheid regime contin-
ued. Throughout my life, Nelson
Mandela has been a beacon, a beacon
for peace, for justice, for reconcili-
ation. Like Gandhi, like Martin Luther
King, Jr., he rose from personal pain to
become a hope for all of us. But Mem-
bers do not really need to hear my
words, because President Mandela him-
self describes himself and his humility,
the humility of this man who spent 27
years in jail, 27 years for the crime of
believing in democracy. How does he
describe himself?

He says, ‘‘I was simply the sum of all
those African patriots who had gone
before me. That long and noble line
ended and now began again with me. I
was pained that I was not able to thank
them and that they were not able to
see what their sacrifices had wrought.’’

He said, ‘‘The policy of apartheid cre-
ated a deep and lasting wound in my
country and my people. But it had an-
other unintended effect, and that was
that it produced the Oliver Tambos,
the Walter Sisulus, the Chief Luthulis,
the Yusuf Dadoos, the Bram Fischers,
the Robert Sobukwes, men of such ex-
traordinary courage, wisdom, and gen-
erosity that their like may never be
known again.’’

He said, ‘‘Perhaps it requires such
depth of oppression to create such
heights of character. My country is
rich in the minerals and gems that lie
beneath its soil, but I have always
known that its greatest wealth is its
people, finer and truer than the purest
diamonds. It is from those comrades in
the struggle that I learned the meaning
of courage.’’

He said, ‘‘I never lost hope that this
great transformation would occur. I al-
ways knew that deep down in every
human heart there is mercy and gener-
osity. No one is born hating another
person because of the color of their
skin. No one is born hating another
person because of their background or
their religion. People must learn to
hate. And if they can learn to hate,
they can be taught to love, for love
comes more naturally to the human
heart than its opposite. Even in the
grimmest times in prison, I would see a
glimmer of humanity in one of the
guards, perhaps just for a second, but it
would reassure me. Man’s goodness is a
flame that can be hidden but never ex-
tinguished.’’

Mr. Speaker, I would like to join
with my colleagues in supporting the
award of the Congressional Gold Medal

to President Nelson Mandela of South
Africa.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

(Mr. RODRIGUEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to join this bipartisan group of
my colleagues to recognize Nelson
Mandela and to award him the Con-
gressional Gold Medal as President of
the Republic of South Africa.

As this is President Mandela’s last
year as President, I am encouraged
that we will move as quickly as pos-
sible so that he will be able to receive
this as President of South Africa.

Nelson Mandela sacrificed the prime
years of his life, risking everything in
the struggle against apartheid. He
loves his country, he loves his fellow
man, always striving to serve his peo-
ple. His story is an inspiration to all of
us. He loved everyone, regardless of
color, class or creed.

I have been especially moved by the
profound patience and mercy exhibited
by President Mandela. When he came
to power, he did not express feelings of
anger or revenge. Rather, President
Mandela convened a panel to address
the brutality that was existing, the
murders and apartheid as it existed.

We also take this moment to honor
the work and sacrifice of American stu-
dent Amy Biehl. I ask Members to join
me in this effort.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA).

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I too am honored to speak on H.R. 3156
which authorizes the presentation a
Congressional Gold Medal to the Presi-
dent of South Africa, President Nelson
Mandela.

Mr. Speaker, I recall once watching
the movie Dances With Wolves, and
Kevin Costner was this young army
lieutenant who learned to live with the
Sioux Nation. In this one particular
scene the Indian medicine man was
walking along the river when this In-
dian chief turned to Mr. Costner and
said that his whole life’s ambition was
to become a true human being.

To my colleagues and friends, Nelson
Mandela truly fits the description of
this Indian chief’s life ambition. He
was a true human being. After being
tortured and imprisoned for some 30
years, this man holds no sense of bit-
terness or malice against his enemies.
Here is a man, Mr. Speaker, and he
truly deserves this award.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and I thank him for bringing this
measure to the House floor.

Mr. Speaker, if we stop and think
about it, our Founding Fathers built
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our country on a simple concept called
freedom. Freedom is the ingredient
that they willed for every human soul.
Freedom is not something that Nelson
Mandela saw for almost 30 years of his
life, yet after getting out of jail, rather
than constructing a life built around
bitterness or built around revenge, he
constructed a life built around free-
dom, around the simple idea of one
man, one vote, around the idea of de-
mocracy. For that he deserves both our
praise and this Congressional Medal of
Honor.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia (Ms. WATERS) for her leadership,
and I thank the leaders of this biparti-
san effort to present the Congressional
Gold Medal to Nelson Mandela, the
President of South Africa.

Mr. Speaker, among the leaders in
the world today there is no one more
deserving of our recognition and ac-
knowledgment for this award than Nel-
son Mandela. The Congressional Gold
Medal is an appropriate way to express
our sense of honor, our sense of respect
for the man who through his pain, his
commitment and sacrifice brought
pride and democracy to millions of
South Africans and also was a symbol
of what it meant to be free throughout
the world. He became the symbol which
ultimately led to the dismantling of
apartheid in that country.

Mr. Speaker, apartheid means apart-
ness. Those who supported and stood
for the apartheid regime in South Afri-
ca would have maintained a system
which constitutionally mandated that
black South Africa live separately, dif-
ferently, unlike others and apart from
white South Africans. Nelson Mandela
refused to accept that condition. He
gave more than a quarter of a century
of his life in opposition to this condi-
tion. I am delighted to join my friends
in this award.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Ms. WATERS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The gentlewoman will state
her inquiry.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to inquire as to the number of
minutes left, and also I would like to
inquire as to whether or not Members
who have wanted to be here and had
signed up, who probably are in travel,
if they will have an opportunity to
enter their statements into the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would assume that all Members
will be given the usual opportunity to
insert their statements in the RECORD,
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. WATERS) has 10 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from New York
(Mr. HOUGHTON) has 1 minute remain-
ing.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, recently, when the
President traveled to Africa, of course
one of the most important stops on
that trip was South Africa, where we
had an opportunity not only to see and
talk with Nelson Mandela, but of
course young Thabo Mbeki and others
who were involved in the anti-apart-
heid movement. One of the most inter-
esting things about the conversation
and the proceedings involving the
President of the United States and Nel-
son Mandela was Nelson Mandela’s
ability to talk straight talk to the
President. There was discussion about
the Africa trade bill, and Nelson
Mandela was able to raise the kinds of
questions that many leaders would not
have been able to raise. Easily, and I
think as we watched him in the way
that he did that, we all concluded that
Nelson Mandela had earned the right to
ask anybody any questions he would
like to ask them, to reserve the right
to disagree and to reserve the right to
give advice and to talk in ways that
very few people get to do on the inter-
national stage.

And of course we all recognize that
he earned this right because he put his
life on the line, the 27 years that he
had served much of that time in isola-
tion, the fact that he had contracted
tuberculosis while he was in prison, the
fact that he sacrificed his family lit-
erally for the movement, the fact that
he gave his life at a very early age
when he first helped to organize the
youth movement of the ANC, the fact
that he was in the leadership of the
protests that were called that are now
identified as the famous Sharpville
riots where so many lives were lost; all
of this on the world stage where people
began to rally all over the world and
where they developed friends from all
over the world who contributed money,
who contributed time, who engaged
their government all because of the
leadership of one man who exercised
more power from imprisonment than
most of us exercise with all of the free-
doms that we have.

I stand here today, and it just so hap-
pens that I brought with me a replica
of the ballot that was used when Nel-
son Mandela was elected President of
South Africa. Not only is it a beautiful
ballot, but it is an instructive ballot. It
is a ballot that was designed to make
sure that the average person could un-
derstand who they were voting for,
what parties they were voting for and
the face of the persons they were vot-
ing for. Here it is, and I keep this as
one of my most prized mementos to re-
mind me not only of the struggle of
Nelson Mandela and the ANC and Wal-
ter Sisulu and Mr. Mbeki and all of the
brave warriors that have been involved
in the liberation of South Africa, but
also to remind me of my own respon-
sibility not only to be the best person
that I can possibly be, but to challenge
myself on a daily basis about my re-
sponsibility to freedom and justice.

To be on the cutting edge of this kind
of work is not easy, and certainly we
do not gain a lot of friends, but in the
final analysis we stand here today with
special recognition for Nelson Mandela
even though many in our own country
were opposed to what he was doing who
said that we were going to bring down
Wall Street with divestment and sanc-
tions, who said that we were not mind-
ful of the fiduciary responsibility of
those who had great portfolios that we
were asking to divest from businesses
that were doing business in South Afri-
ca.

We are honored to be able to honor
him today, and we are honored to have
lived in a time where we witnessed the
fall of a mighty powerful regime that
was dedicated to the proposition that
it was going to suppress and that it was
going to deny and it was going to
marginalize and not allow human
beings to realize their full potential.
This brilliant leader, this President of
South Africa, stepped forward from im-
prisonment not bitter. He stepped for-
ward with an approach that said when
we rule it will be a nonracist, a nonsex-
ist government that recognizes every
human being, that everybody is impor-
tant to this government and to this Na-
tion.

If there was one thing that I could
end up concluding about Nelson
Mandela, it is if there is anybody that
ever walked on God’s Earth who could
be considered a saint, it is Nelson
Mandela. This man is still smiling.
This man is still understanding that it
is important to respect every human
being on Earth. Everything that he has
sacrificed, everything that he has given
up, all of his trials and his tribulations
are not for naught. He anointed
through his work many people who
never thought they would be inspired
and motivated to be about the business
of freedom. I am very pleased that I
stand here today with Democrats and
Republicans alike bestowing this honor
on a man that a few years ago no one
would have believed would have ever
become President of South Africa. I am
very pleased that there are those who
say today, if only I had known, I wish
I could have done more, I wish I could
have understood better. I am very
pleased to stand here today under-
standing that those who worked hard
in the vineyard, those who had to edu-
cate, those who had to organize can say
today my work was not in vain and
how proud I am to have been a part of
one of the most important movements
in the history of this world.

As we watch the reconciliation hear-
ings that are going on, we are learning
an awful lot. We are learning that peo-
ple on both sides made mistakes and
that they are coming forward in this
healing process to talk about those
mistakes. I shuddered as I listened to
some of the testimony. I shuddered as
I listened to some of the plots and
some of the recognition and some of
the admissions, people who killed, peo-
ple who experimented with all kind of
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poisons, people who were describing
how anthrax was experimented with. I
shudder to think about the lives that
were lost.

To tell my colleagues the truth, even
though I was working in this move-
ment and spent 7 years in the Califor-
nia State legislature on the legislation
before it was passed, I never really
thought I would see the day when
South Africa would become a democ-
racy, where South Africa would truly
emerge with Nelson Mandela as Presi-
dent. I really did believe that blood
would flow in the streets before that
would have happened. How lucky we
are to have our faith and our hope not
only restored in all human beings, but
to be instilled with the kind of pride
that one can only gain from having ex-
perienced this movement, from having
experienced these kind of human
beings.

We think, some of us think, we have
had it tough, some of us who think
about what has happened here in Amer-
ica, and some of us who look at what
happened just recently in Jasper,
Texas, and we talk about how bad it
has been and how bad it may be. But I
want to tell my colleagues the warriors
who helped to move South Africa all
have stripes on their backs, the Sisulus
and the Mbekis spent all 25 and 30
years in prison and came out and did
this work, and while I am disgusted
with just what happened to Mr. Byrd,
Jr., in Jasper, Texas, and while I am
disgusted with the copycat actions
that have taken place since that time,
and while I know the history of my
foreparents here in America, and I un-
derstand what slavery is all about, and
I understand what racism is all about,
and I understand what discrimination
is all about, as bad as it was, it does
not measure up to what was going on
in South Africa and the number of lives
that have been lost.

And so I take this time on the floor
of Congress today not only to gloat and
to enjoy and to commend and to brag a
little bit, but to simply say I guess I
am proud to be an American today, and
I hope that all of the Members of Con-
gress will somehow be stronger and
better because we move today to join
hands across the aisle to recognize a
man that perhaps could not have been
recognized a few years back. I hope
that we are resolved in our work to be
just a little bit better and to confront
any thoughts of racism and discrimina-
tion that we may harbor. I hope that
we will not sit in a back room or we
will not be involved in any shape, form
or fashion in supporting racism ever
again in our lives.

It is never too late to change.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH).

(Mr. LEACH asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this bill.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 3156, a bill to present a congres-
sional gold medal to one of the towering fig-
ures of the 20th century, Nelson Mandela.

President Mandela is one of the most re-
markable individuals of our time. His extraor-
dinary personal devotion and sacrifice on be-
half of multi-racial democracy in South Africa
is an inspiration not only to the people of
South Africa, but the United States and the
world. President Mandela is a powerful symbol
of courage, determination, hope, and perhaps
above all, the uplifting power and majesty of
mankind’s enduring search for right in a world
too often overwhelmed by wrongs.

As many Members recall, the struggle for a
free South Africa presented a troubling philo-
sophical dilemma for two conservative admin-
istrations in Washington. While the first Re-
publican presidency chose to risk war rather
than compromise principles to end extremist
apartheid—slavery—the last two Republican
administrations preferred to work with rather
than against the former white-led government
in Pretoria in an effort to help abolish apart-
heid in as civil and bloodless a way as pos-
sible. Fortunately, Washington found in F.W.
de Klerk an establishment leader with the
courage to change and in Nelson Mandela a
uniquely martyred aspirant. Together in com-
petitive combination they produced a unusu-
ally civilized political phenomenon—evolution-
ary revolution.

While economic sanctions seldom work, it
was my view and that of our former colleague
Ron Dellums and others that the U.S. had no
ethical or political alternative except to em-
brace sanctions. Ending apartheid in this cen-
tury was as great a moral imperative as end-
ing slavery was in the last. Nonetheless, too
often we forget the distinction between gov-
ernments and their people, and too often
sanctions aimed at punishing governments
punish people.

One of the important models of U.S. policy
is thus to understand why sanctions were not
only appropriate but proved workable in South
Africa. The key, it seems to me, is that they
were overwhelmingly supported by the major-
ity of the South African populace and their
leaders such as Nelson Mandela.

Nelson Mandela led a revolution from pris-
on, and, to the astonishment of the world, suc-
ceeded without irreparable violence.

For a victim of racism to champion
multiculturalism rather than reverse racism re-
flects a largeness of spirit that merits the ap-
preciation not only of his country but the com-
munity of nations, most particularly this one. I
therefore urge support for this very symbolic
legislation.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues very much for this debate. Mr.
Speaker, this has been a wonderful de-
bate, a wonderful expression of senti-
ments, feelings about people in this
country. As I listened to it, Mr.
Mandela is not only bringing South Af-
ricans together but I have a feeling he
is bringing all of us together.

One other point: I am told that all
great ideas ultimately degenerate into
work. There was a great deal of enthu-
siasm, but also there was a great deal
of work involved, and I want to thank
Robert Van Wicklin for all he has done.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for all Members to
have five legislative days to be able to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 3156.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

to urge support for the passage of H.R. 3156,
a bill which would authorize the President to
present, on behalf of Congress, a Congres-
sional gold medal to President Nelson
Mandela of South Africa in recognition of his
lifetime dedication to the abolition of apartheid
and the promotion of freedom and justice for
all the people of his nation. I can think of no
person who deserves such an honor more
than Nelson Mandela.

In the face of great adversity and suffering
extreme personal hardship and sacrifice,
President Mandela led the struggle to bring an
end to the insidious policy of apartheid and to
establish in its place a flourishing multi-racial,
multi-ethnic democracy in South Africa. His
steadfast dedication to these goals continues
to galvanize and serve as an inspiration to
those around the world who are struggling for
freedom, justice, and democracy today.

Moreover, President Mandela’s commitment
to the people of South Africa did not end with
the lifting of apartheid. Since assuming the
presidency in 1994, he has strived to further
the process of healing and reconciliation of all
of South Africa’s people. Bearing no malice for
the injustice and mistreatment he suffered
under apartheid, he has sought to bring South
Africans of all races and cultures together in a
spirit of peace, humility, and reconciliation.
The strength of South Africa’s emerging plural-
ism today is a testament to President
Mandela’s integrity, courage and leadership.
His vision serves as a model across the world.

It is for this reason that I am a proud origi-
nal co-sponsor of this measure. It is more an
honor than a privilege to urge the bestowal
upon Nelson Mandela of one of our nation’s
highest honors. I hope all Members will join
me in recognizing Nelson Mandela by support-
ing this measure before us today.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the Nelson Mandela Congressional Gold
Medal Award sponsored by my colleague,
AMO HOUGHTON—the gentleman from New
York. I know of no person that deserves to re-
ceive this award than President Nelson
Mandela.

I have had the opportunity of meeting with
President Mandela on several occasions. The
most moving experience, no matter how many
times I go there, is visiting the notorious
Robben Island where Mandela spent 27 of his
years in solitary confinement in the maximum
security prison. He had to pick rocks with a
small hammer every single day. It takes a very
strong man to endure this type of treatment
and come out of prison and forgive, become
the President and lead his country out of
apartheid era to one of rebirth.

And I will be visiting South Africa next
month to discuss with him a telecommuni-
cations project and satellite systems to go to
townships in rural area facilitated by the Dis-
covery Channel. I can truly say that he is
thoughtful, yet punctual and disciplined man.
The years in jail reinforced habits that were al-
ready entrenched. With a standard working
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day of at least 12 hours, time management is
critical.

Let me say that I am very disturbed by the
recent finding by the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission. Rensburg, a researcher at the
Roodeplaat Research Labatories (RRL), which
produced chemical and biological weapons for
the apartheid security forces, said his boss
Andre Immelman told him of a plan to poison
Mandela. The secret document contained
statements saying and I quote, ‘‘Mandela must
be in a relatively weak physical condition so
that he can not operate as a leader for long.’’
This lethal poison thallium was to be placed in
the form of chocolates and other foods. If he
had taken this—if he did not die—he would
have had severe brain damage. I can not
imagine any man having to endure this horrific
treatment.

President Mandela says his greatest pleas-
ure, in his most private moment, is watching
the sun set with the music of Handel, Tchai-
kovsky or African chorus playing. Locked up in
his cell during daylight hours, deprived of
music, both these simple pleasures were de-
nied him for decades. In a life that symbolizes
the triumph of the human spirit over man’s in-
humanity against man, let us make this simple
gesture to the President of the Nation.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
I rise today in support of H.R. 3156, a bill that
would give the President of the Republic of
South Africa, Mr. Nelson Mandela, the Con-
gressional Gold Medal.

Led by Rep. AMO HOUGHTON, Speaker of
the House NEWT GINGRICH and minority leader
DICK GEPHARDT, this bill would bestow the Na-
tion’s highest civilian honor on a much deserv-
ing candidate. It is an honor to be among the
cosponsors of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, since the first gold medal was
given to George Washington in 1776 more
than one hundred medals have been awarded.

Most recently we awarded the gold medal to
Mother Teresa, The Rev. Billy and Ruth
Graham and Greek Orthodox Patriarch Bar-
tholomew. These honorable people along with
all the recipients of the Congressional Gold
Medal have been instrumental in the develop-
ment of the societies and communities that
span across the seven seas, helping to shape,
the world as we know it. Nelson Mandela has
lived his life within the confines of this long-
standing tradition that the gold medal rep-
resents.

Mr. Speaker, Nelson Mandela has made it
his purpose in life to rid his beloved native
land of the evil constraints of apartheid while
empowering his fellow citizens with a demo-
cratic society. For three decades, Mr. Mandela
was imprisoned for his efforts yet he never
compromised his beliefs or relinquished his
commitment to freeing South Africa from its
racist torment. This was made obviously clear
when he became the father of the nation that
incarcerated him.

Mr. Speaker, he is a rare human being who
emerged from prison to become president.

Mr. Speaker, this will be Nelson Mandela’s
final year in office. Along with my colleagues,
I feel that honoring him at this time would be
most appropriate.

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to pay tribute to one of the great-
est leaders of our era, President Nelson
Rolihlaha Mandela

Nelson Mandela’s lifelong struggle to abol-
ish apartheid in South Africa earned him the

Nobel Peace Prize in 1993, the Presidency of
his country and worldwide acclaim. Nelson
Mandela spent twenty-seven years in prison
because he believed in the equality of all, sac-
rificing his own personal liberty for his convic-
tions.

The Congressional Gold Medal is a fitting
tribute to this most deserving leader. Following
his ascendancy to the Presidency of his na-
tion, President Mandela signed into law the
South Africa’s new constitution which includes
sweeping human rights and anti-discrimination
guarantees. Nelson Mandela has never
wavered in his devotion to democracy and
equality. Despite terrible provocation, he has
never responded in kind to the scourge of rac-
ism. His life has been an inspiration, in South
Africa and throughout the world, to all who are
oppressed and deprived and to all who are
opposed to oppression and deprivation.

I hope that we all examine our souls and
understand our responsibility to make our own
nation as tolerant of diversity as Mr. Mandela
has worked to make South Africa; not just for
the sake of our own generation, but the gen-
erations to come.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleagues in honoring one
of the great heroes and leaders of this cen-
tury, Nelson Mandela. President Mandela
should be an inspiration to us all—despite un-
believable pain, defeat and suffering, he did
not become bitter. Despite almost 30 years in
prison, Nelson Mandela did not give up hope.
He did not get lost in a sea of despair.

Instead, he turned his suffering into some-
thing meaningful. He believed in the power of
possibility and of hope. He came out of jail
willing to work with his jailers, willing to being
the healing of his country.

Because of his leadership and his example,
the future of South Africa holds promise. The
country must meet many difficult challenges,
but they meet them led by a man who has
shown tremendous courage and compassion.

Nelson Mandela takes us closer to what Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. used to call the Be-
loved Community, a community based on jus-
tice, hope and compassion—a community at
peace with itself.

President Mandela, I honor you and I hope
that we in this country and all over the world
can learn from you and your example.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, this afternoon
Members of the House are rising to explain to
our colleagues and the American public why it
is fitting for the House of Representatives to
award a Congressional Gold Medal to the
President of South Africa, the Honorable Nel-
son Mandela. At the same time, a delegation
of South African government officials is at
work in our nation’s capital. The delegation
has just concluded two days of meetings in
New York and has traveled to Washington,
D.C. to explore how the South African govern-
ment can work with their nation’s financial
community to foster community development
in their homeland.

As one would expect, the racial composition
of that delegation is mixed, drawn from the
black and white populations within South Afri-
ca. It is a delegation of individuals working to-
gether for their government and the people of
their nation. Would this delegation, different in
race but together in spirit and purpose, be
possible today if it were not for the life-long ef-
forts of Nelson Mandela? Perhaps, but not
likely.

Others more familiar with President
Mandela’s life journey from a prison cell to the
Office of the President of South Africa will
speak eloquently about the man we honor. I
rise simply to say I believe it is most appro-
priate to honor a man who is the recipient of
the 1993 Noble Peace Price and a man who
will soon step down as President of South Af-
rica when his term expires in April of 1999.

H.R. 3156 was introduced by Congressman
AMO HOUGHTON. It is co-sponsored by a ma-
jority of the House, including Speaker GING-
RICH and Minority Leader GEPHARDT. The Con-
gressional Gold Medal is our nation’s highest
civilian honor presented to just over 100 indi-
viduals in our nation’s history. Nelson Mandela
will join people like Thomas Edison, Robert
Frost, Winston Churchill and, most recently,
Mother Teresa as Congressional Gold Medal
recipients.

I extend my gratitude to my colleagues on
the Banking Committee, notably Chairman
LEACH and the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Domestic and International Mone-
tary Policy Subcommittee, Congressman CAS-
TLE and Congresswoman WATERS, respec-
tively, for their efforts in bringing this bill to the
floor today. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 3156 and ask you to join with me to con-
gratulate Nelson Mandela for his life’s work.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 3156, and I commend
our colleague AMO HOUGHTON for his initiative,
leadership, and hard work in garnering some
290 cosponsors of the bill and in bringing it
before the House. I am pleased to be an origi-
nal cosponsor of this bill to give the Congres-
sional Gold Medal to Nelson Mandela, be-
cause he is one of the great leaders of our
time.

Nelson Mandela stands out about all else
for his espousal of policies of reconciliation
and his vision of the future. This is remarkable
for a man who, for most of his adult life, was
a prisoner of apartheid, spending 27 years in
prison, including 18 on Robben Island.

In the past four years, Nelson Mandela has
striven to bring South Africa’s races together.
While seeking to improve the lives of South
Africa’s disadvantaged, a majority of the popu-
lation, Nelson Mandela continued to address
the concerns of all South Africans. By leading
a government of national unity, Mandela suc-
cessfully practiced a policy of inclusiveness,
and reached out to a broad range of South Af-
rican society.

President Mandela led South Africa through
its historic transition, culminating in his elec-
tion as president in 1994. During his presi-
dency, the government has focused on im-
proving health care, education, and housing
for South Africa’s disadvantaged population.
President Mandela’s government also imple-
mented market-oriented economic policies that
have maintained international confidence in
South Africa’s stability.

In addition, Mr. Mandela, having announced
from the beginning that he would serve only
one term, stepped down last December as
head of the African National Congress, clear-
ing the way for his successor who will be cho-
sen in next year’s elections.

In 1993, Nelson Mandela was awarded the
Nobel Peace Prize which recognized his ef-
forts and accomplishments in opposing apart-
heid and in diminishing the gap between
blacks and whites in South Africa. It is a fitting
tribute to this great leader that he receive the
Congressional Gold Medal.
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Mr. Speaker, I again commend Mr. HOUGH-

TON on his work on this legislation and I urge
the House to pass this resolution.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, we are here
today to ask that the United States Congress
award its highest distinction to Nelson
Mandela, a man who fought for freedom for
the people of South Africa, and became a
beacon of hope for people all around the
world. When on trial for the crime of fighting
against apartheid, he said these famous
words:

I have fought against white domination,
and I have fought against black domination.
I have cherished the ideal of a democratic
and free society in which all persons live to-
gether in harmony and with equal opportuni-
ties. It is an ideal which I hope to live for
and achieve. But if needs be, it is an ideal for
which I am prepared to die.

When, after a quarter century of imprison-
ment, Nelson Mandela was inaugurated Presi-
dent of South Africa in 1994, he did not dis-
appoint the millions of people who believed in
him. He embarked on the hard path of rec-
onciliation and healing, rather than the easy
road of revenge and divisiveness.

I and many of my colleagues had the honor
of working with President Mandela when we
voted to impose sanctions on the old South
Africa, and many of us were able to meet with
him again when we traveled to the new South
Africa with the President. Mr. Speaker, there is
no one who fought more or gave up more for
the ideals of justice and equality which Ameri-
cans hold dear. And therefore, I believe that
there is no one more worthy of receiving the
honor of a Congressional Gold Medal.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 3156, the bill to award the
Congressional Gold Medal to President Nel-
son Mandela.

As one of the most gentle, charismatic, and
dynamic leaders in history, the life of Nelson
Mandela stands as source of strength for all
who have experienced and oppression, and
an inspiration to those ho continue the strug-
gle to overcome injustice and discrimination
against others.

After suffering conditions that would cause
most to lash out in pain and anger, this re-
markable peaceful man never countered rac-
ism with hatred. Despite spending nearly three
decades of his life imprisoned, Nelson
Mandela never wavered in his commitment to
peace, freedom, and social and economic jus-
tice not only for the people of South Africa, but
globally. In this way, he provides for us a pro-
found example of the ability of the human spir-
it to rise up and triumph over evil forces.

Many in this chamber may be aware of the
pivotal role that my predecessor, The Honor-
able Ronald V. Dellums, played in proposing
sanctions against the apartheid regime of
South Africa, which helped to bring its down-
fall. The sanctions were ultimately instrumental
in the release of Nelson Mandela from prison
and the successful transition of the country to
a truly non-racial democracy.

On May 10, 1994, as an international poll
observer in South Africa, I had the humbling
and incredible experience to witness the first
free, peaceful, democratic elections which
chose this extraordinary human being as
President. There is no more appropriate and
fitting leader to lead the people of South Africa
into their bright and hopeful future. In the past
four years, under the leadership of Nelson

Mandela, South Africa has grown substantially
stronger and healthier, and stands as a world
leader in its own right.

I am proud and pleased to join with my col-
leagues today in support of H.R. 3156. It is fit-
ting at this moment in our history to recognize
and honor the President of South Africa, His
Excellency Nelson Rolihlahla Mandela, with
the Congressional Gold Medal.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, this afternoon
Members of the House are rising to explain to
our colleagues and the American public why it
is fitting for the House of Representatives to
award a Congressional Gold Medal to the
President of South Africa, the Honorable Nel-
son Mandela. At the same time, a delegation
of South African government officials is at
work in our nation’s capital. The delegation
has just concluded two days of meetings in
New York and has traveled to Washington,
D.C. to explore how the South African govern-
ment can work with their nation’s financial
community to foster the community develop-
ment in their homeland.

As one would expect, that racial composi-
tion of the delegation is mixed, drawn from the
black and white populations within South Afri-
ca. It is a delegation of individuals working to-
gether for their government and the people of
their nation. Would this delegation, different in
race but together in spirit and purpose, be
even possible today if it were not for the life
long efforts of Nelson Mandela? Perhaps, but
not likely.

Others more familiar with President
Mandela’s life journey from a prison cell to the
Office of the President of South Africa will
speak eloquently about the man we honor. I
rise simply to say I believe it is most appro-
priate to honor a man who is the recipient of
the 1993 Nobel Peace Prize and a man who
will soon step down as President of South Af-
rica when his term expires in April of 1999.

H.R. 3156 was introduced by Cong. AMO
HOUGHTON. It is co-sponsored by a majority of
the House, including Speaker GINGRICH and
Minority Leader GEPHARDT. The Congressional
Gold Medal is our nation’s highest civilian
honor presented to just over 100 individuals in
our nation’s history. Nelson Mandela will join
people like Thomas Edison, Robert Frost,
Winston Churchill and, most recently, Mother
Teresa as Congressional Gold Medal recipi-
ents.

May I extend my gratitude to my colleagues
on the Banking Committee, notable Chairman
LEACH and the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Domestic and International Mone-
tary Policy Subcommittee, Congressman CAS-
TLE and Congresswoman WATERS, respec-
tively, for their efforts in bringing this bill to the
floor today. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 3156 and ask you to join with me to con-
gratulate Nelson Mandela for his life’s work.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker. I rise today in
support of H.R. 3156, a bill to present a con-
gressional gold medal to one of the towering
figures of the 20th century, Nelson Mandela.

President Mandela is one of the most re-
markable individuals of our time. His extraor-
dinary personal devotion and sacrifice on be-
half of multi-racial democracy in South Africa
is an inspiration not only to the people of
South Africa, but the United States and the
world. President Mandela is a powerful symbol
of courage, determination, hope, and perhaps
above all, the uplifting power and majesty of
mankind’s enduring search for right in a world
too often overwhelmed by wrongs.

As many Members recall, the struggle for a
free South Africa presented a troubling philo-
sophical dilemma for two conservative admin-
istrations in Washington. While the first Re-
publican presidency chose to risk war rather
than compromise principles to end extremist
apartheid—slavery—the last two Republican
administrations preferred to work with rather
than against the former white-led government
in Pretoria in an effort to help abolish apart-
heid in as civil and bloodless a way as pos-
sible. Fortunately, Washington found in F.W.
de Klerk an establishment leader with the
courage to change and in Nelson Mandela a
uniquely martyred aspirant. Together in com-
petitive combination they produced an unusu-
ally civilized political phenomenon—evolution-
ary revolution.

While economic sanctions seldom work, it
was my view and that of our former colleague
Ron Dellums and other leaders outside Con-
gress such as Randall Robinson that the U.S.
had no ethical or political alternative except to
embrace sanctions. Ending apartheid in this
century was as great a moral imperative as
ending slavery was in the last. Nonetheless,
too often we forget the distinction between
governments and their people, and too often
sanctions aimed at punishing governments
punish people. One of the most important
models of U.S. policy is thus to understand
why sanctions were not only appropriate but
proved workable in South Africa. The key, it
seems to me, is that they were overwhelm-
ingly supported by the majority of the South
African populace and their legitimate though
unelected leaders such as Nelson Mandela.

Nelson Mandela led a revolution from prison
and, to the astonishment of the world, suc-
ceeded without unleashing either irreparable
violence or counter-productive retribution.

For a victim of racism to champion
multiculturalism rather than reverse racism re-
flects a largeness of spirit that merits the ap-
preciation not only his country but the commu-
nity of nations, most particularly this one. I
therefore urge support for this very symbolic
legislation.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr.
CASTLE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3156.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

FASTENER QUALITY ACT
AMENDMENTS

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 3824) amending the
Fastener Quality Act to exempt from
its coverage certain fasteners approved
by the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion for use in aircraft, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3824

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. AMENDMENT.

Section 15 of the Fastener Quality Act (15
U.S.C. 5414) is amended—
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(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) TRANSITIONAL

RULE.—’’ before ‘‘The requirements of this
Act’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) AIRCRAFT EXEMPTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this

Act shall not apply to fasteners specifically
manufactured or altered for use on an air-
craft if the quality and suitability of those
fasteners for that use has been approved by
the Federal Aviation Administration, except
as provided in paragraph (2).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to fasteners represented by the fas-
tener manufacturer as having been manufac-
tured in conformance with standards or spec-
ifications established by a consensus stand-
ards organization or a Federal agency other
than the Federal Aviation Administration.’’.
SEC. 2. DELAYED IMPLEMENTATION OF REGULA-

TIONS.
The regulations issued under the Fastener

Quality Act by the National Institute of
Standards and Technology on April 14, 1998,
and any other regulations issued by the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology
pursuant to the Fastener Quality Act, shall
not take effect until after the later of June
1, 1999, or the expiration of 120 days after the
Secretary of Commerce transmits to the
Committee on Science and the Committee on
Commerce of the House of Representatives,
and to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation of the Senate, a
report on—

(1) changes in fastener manufacturing
processes that have occurred since the enact-
ment of the Fastener Quality Act; and

(2) any changes in that Act that may be
warranted because of the changes reported
under paragraph (1).
The report required by this section shall be
transmitted to the Committee on Science
and the Committee on Commerce of the
House of Representatives, and to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate, by February 1, 1999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BARCIA) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H.R. 3824.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

b 1500

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, the Fastener Quality Act was
signed into law in 1990. It required all
threaded metallic fasteners of one-
quarter inch diameter or greater that
reference a consensus standard to be
documented by a National Institute of
Standards and Technology’s certified
laboratory. Although the legislation
has been on the books for over 8 years,

concerns over the bill’s impact on the
economy have delayed its implementa-
tion of final regulations. NIST regula-
tions are slated to go into effect on
July 26 of this year.

H.R. 3824 amends the Fastener Qual-
ity Act by exempting fasteners pro-
duced or altered to the standards and
specifications of aviation manufactur-
ers from the new regulations. Exempt-
ing the proprietary fasteners of avia-
tion manufacturers from the Fastener
Quality Act makes sense, considering
aviation manufacturers are already re-
quired by law to demonstrate to the
FAA that they have a quality control
system which ensures that their prod-
ucts, including fasteners, meet design
specifications. Subjecting the propri-
etary fasteners of aviation manufactur-
ers to a second set of Federal regula-
tions is redundant and unnecessary. In
fact, the FAA has stated that doing so
may even undermine the current level
of aviation safety.

In addition to the Fastener Quality
Act’s impact on aviation manufactur-
ing, several questions have been raised
about the Act’s effect on other indus-
tries. For instance, the automotive in-
dustry projects costs of compliance
through the motor vehicle industry
could be greater than $300 million a
year without necessarily enhancing ve-
hicle safety.

Furthermore, since 1990, the scope of
the Fastener Quality Act seems to
have grown. Originally intended to en-
sure public safety, today, if the NIST
regulations are to be implemented,
even garden hose fasteners such as
those produced by Sheboygan Screw
Products, Incorporated, in my district
could be forced to comply with the ad-
ditional burdens of the Act. I am not
sure what dangers faulty garden hose
fasteners may cause, but I am sure
that preventing the public from being
susceptible to hose failures will be ex-
pensive.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3824 addresses the
concerns by, first, delaying the regula-
tions issued by NIST under the Fas-
tener Quality Act on this subject until
after June 1, 1999. Second, requiring
the Secretary of Commerce to transmit
to Congress a report on changes in fas-
tener manufacturing processes that
have occurred since the enactment of
the Fastener Quality Act and rec-
ommend any changes to the act that
may be warranted because of those
changes.

Delaying NIST regulations until next
year gives us the opportunity to take a
closer look at the Fastener Quality
Act, especially considering it was
crafted over 8 years ago. As Chairman
of the Committee on Science, I have
pledged to hold additional hearings on
this issue in the coming months. We
may find that changes in the fastener
manufacturing products have dimin-
ished the need for further regulations
in this area, or even that this act
should be repealed.

H.R. 3824 was reported by the Com-
mittee on Science on May 13, 1998. It

has wide bipartisan support and it has
been endorsed by several business orga-
nizations, including the United States
Chamber of Commerce. Original co-
sponsors of this legislation include the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) and the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. COOK).

In addition, I wish to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS); the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BAR-
CIA); the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT); the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DOYLE); the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT); the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON)
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. POR-
TER); the other gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER); and the third gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) for en-
dorsing this bill and helping promote
its speedy passage. I would also like to
thank the Committee on Commerce
chairman, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY) and the ranking member,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), as well as the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), for discharging
the bill to enable its passage before the
July 26 regulatory deadline.

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would in-
sert our committee’s exchange of cor-
respondence into the RECORD, and I
strongly urge all of my colleagues to
support this common sense regulation.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, June 3, 1998.

Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,
Chairman, House Committee on Science,
Washington, DC.

DEAR JIM: On May 13, 1998 the Committee
on Science ordered reported H.R. 3824, a bill
amending the Fastener Quality Act of 1990
(15 U.S.C. § 5401 et al.) to exempt from its
coverage certain fasteners approved by the
Federal Aviation Administration for use in
aircraft. As you know, the Committee on
Commerce was named as an additional com-
mittee of jurisdiction and has had a long-
standing interest in the issue of fastener
quality and the Fastener Quality Act. This
interest goes back to the 100th Congress, at
which time the Committee undertook an in-
vestigation of counterfeit and substandard
fasteners. This investigation resulted in the
issuance of a unanimously approved Sub-
committee report entitled ‘‘the Threat from
Substandard Fasteners: Is America Losing
Its Grip?’’ which ultimately led to the ap-
proval by our respective committees of the
Fastener Quality Act of 1990.

H.R. 3824, as ordered reported, would
amend the Fastener Quality Act in two
ways. First, the bill exempts fasteners ap-
proved for use in aircraft by the Federal
Aviation Administration from the require-
ments of the Act. Secondly, it delays imple-
mentation of the final regulations until the
Secretary of Commerce and the Congress
have had an opportunity to consider develop-
ments in manufacturing and quality assur-
ance techniques since the law was enacted.

Because of the important and timely na-
ture of these amendments to the Fastener
Quality Act, I recognize your desire to bring
this legislation before the House in an expe-
ditious manner. I also understand that you



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4587June 16, 1998
have agreed to address several technical
issues raised by this Committee in a man-
ager’s amendment to be offered on the Floor.
Therefore, with that understanding, I will
waive consideration of the bill by the Com-
merce Committee. By agreeing to waive its
consideration of the bill, the Commerce
Committee does not waive its jurisdiction
over these provisions. In addition, the Com-
merce Committee reserves its authority to
seek conferees on these and any other provi-
sions of the bill that are within the Com-
merce Committee’s jurisdiction during any
House-Senate conference that may be con-
vened on this legislation. I would seek your
commitment to support any request by the
Commerce Committee for conferees on
amendments to the Fastener Quality Act or
related legislation.

I would appreciate your including this let-
ter as a part of the Committee’s report on
H.R. 3824 and as part of the record during
consideration of this bill by the House.

Sincerely,
TOM BLILEY,

Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,
Washington, DC, June 4, 1998.

Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,
Chairman, House Committee on Commerce,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: Thank you for
your letter of June 3 regarding H.R. 3824, the
recently passed Science Committee amend-
ments to the Fastener Quality Act (FQA) of
1990 (15 U.S.C. § 5401 et seq.).

I appreciate your willingness to work with
us to examine the need to amend the FQA.

As you note in your letter, the Committees
on Commerce and Science have long shared
jurisdiction over FQA. By agreeing to the ex-
peditious consideration of H.R. 3824 on the
House floor, the Committee on Commerce
does not waive any of its jurisdictional
rights. Should the Committee on Commerce
seek conferees on provisions of the bill with-
in its jurisdiction, I will support such a re-
quest.

The Committee on Science will include
this exchange of letters within the report of
the Science Committee and will work with
you to ensure that the technical amend-
ments to the bill requested by your Commit-
tee are included in the bill when H.R. 3824 is
brought before the full House for its consid-
eration.

I look forward to continuing to work with
you on this and other matters.

Sincerely,
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,

Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,
Washington, DC, June 4, 1998.

Hon. BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman, House Committee on Transportation

and Infrastructure, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER: Thank you for

helping expedite consideration of H.R. 3824,
the recently passed Science Committee
amendments to the Fastener Quality Act
(FQA) of 1990 (15 U.S.C. § 5401 et seq.), by
agreeing not to request a sequential referral
on the bill. I agree that through this action
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure does not waive any of its jurisdic-
tional rights associated with the bill.

Additionally, the Committee on Science
will include this exchange of letters within
the report of the Science Committee.

I look forward to continuing to work with
you on this and other matters.

Sincerely,
F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,

Chairman.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, June 5, 1998.
Hon. F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on Science,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I understand that the
Committee on Science recently ordered re-
ported H.R. 3824, a bill amending the Fas-
tener Quality Act to exempt from its cov-
erage certain fasteners approved by the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration for use in air-
craft.

In recognition of your Committee’s desire
to move this legislation expeditiously
through the House of Representatives, the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure agrees to waive its referral of the
bill. However, this action should not be con-
strued as waiving or otherwise diminishing
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure’s jurisdiction over the bill or
issues associated with H.R. 3824. In addition,
should a conference on H.R. 3824 or a similar
measure become necessary, I would ask you
to support the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure being represented on the
conference committee. Finally, I ask that
you make this letter a part of the Commit-
tee on Science’s report on the bill.

Once again, it has been a pleasure working
with you and your staff, and I look forward
to seeing H.R. 3824 scheduled for Floor con-
sideration very soon.

With warm personal regards I am
Sincerely,

BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the Committee on Science leadership,
especially the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER); the ranking
Democratic Member, the gentleman
from California (Mr. BROWN); and the
chairwoman of the Subcommittee on
Technology (Mrs. MORELLA); as well as
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL), the principal author of the Fas-
tener Quality Act, for their diligence in
bringing House Resolution 3824 to the
floor on an expedited basis.

Through today’s action, we in the
House are showing that we are ready
and willing to do our part in making
these corrections, and we hope that the
Senate will find a way to bring their
bill to the floor as soon as possible. We
on the House side stand ready to do all
that is necessary to clear this legisla-
tion for the President in advance of the
July 4th district work period.

It is clear from our subcommittee
hearing, and from extensive conversa-
tions we have had with a cross-section
of manufacturing companies, that it
would be unwise to allow regulations
implementing the Fastener Quality
Act to go into effect without a careful
review of how that act relates to the
current state of manufacturing. In
fact, the automobile industry has esti-
mated that they will incur more than
$300 million in annual compliance costs
should this legislation fail to be signed
by the President before the July 26 im-
plementation date.

The primary purpose of the Fastener
Quality Act was to avoid disasters

caused by the counterfeiting of bolts
by unscrupulous manufacturers. Unlike
the proprietary fasteners of auto or
aircraft manufacturers, many of these
fasteners were not easily traceable
from their end use back to their manu-
facturer.

However, while it has been argued
that an increasingly competitive mar-
ketplace has made the Fastener Qual-
ity Act unnecessary, we know of no
current study showing the extent to
which protections, other than the Fas-
tener Quality Act, are now in place to
prevent a recurrence of the old prob-
lem. In fact, many of the countries
that exported defective fasteners in the
1980s are currently in economic turmoil
and their current economic situation
may cause them to once again exhibit
unscrupulous behavior and flood Amer-
ican markets with counterfeit fasten-
ers.

Therefore, I feel the study contained
in the act is necessary to give us the
assurance that the problem is perma-
nently under control before we relax
the act for nonproprietary fasteners.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Maryland
(Mrs. MORELLA), who is the chair of the
subcommittee that helped develop this
bill.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today as an original cosponsor of H.R.
3824 and a very strong proponent of its
speedy enactment. I want to very much
thank the Committee on Science chair-
man the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. SENSENBRENNER); the ranking
member the gentleman from California
(Mr. BROWN); and indeed the ranking
member on the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology (Mr. BARCIA). We have all
worked together very closely on this
bill, because it is important.

Last month, the Subcommittee on
Technology held a hearing to examine
the 1990 Fastener Quality Act in avia-
tion manufacturing. There was wide
agreement by the aviation industry,
the FAA, and NIST, that passage of the
aviation exemption found in H.R. 3824
would save aviation manufacturers and
their consumers money, while enhanc-
ing public safety.

In addition to addressing issues
raised about the Fastener Quality
Act’s impact on the aviation industry,
I am pleased that H.R. 3824 also in-
cludes an amendment that I offered
during the Committee on Science’s
markup of the legislation, in coopera-
tion with the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology’s ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BARCIA), to
delay the implementation of the Fas-
tener Quality Act’s regulations on all
other industries until June of 1999, or
120 days after the Secretary of Com-
merce issues a report on changes need-
ed to the law, whichever is later.

Under the amendment, the Secretary
of Commerce is required to submit to
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Congress a report on the improvements
that have taken place over the last 9
years and the manner in which fasten-
ers are manufactured. Based on these
improvements and any other relevant
information derived from the Sec-
retary’s review, or the Committee on
Science’s hearing record, the Secretary
must make recommendations to Con-
gress on how best to alter the 1990 act.
Mr. Speaker, it is my expectation that
the Secretary will find that sub-
stantive and important changes to the
act are needed in order to ensure that
our Nation’s economy does not suffer
from outdated regulations.

Following the Secretary’s report,
Congress will have 120 days to act on
the recommended changes or proposed
alternative provisions. To ensure that
we are ready when the time comes, the
Subcommittee on Technology will
begin to hold hearings this summer on
the need to further revise the Fastener
Quality Act.

Without the delay in implementation
of the regulations, several industries,
including the automotive manufactur-
ing industry, may suffer production
delays that will impede product deliv-
ery and increase costs. As we all know,
increases in production costs result in
job lay-offs and higher prices charged
to consumers.

Over the next year, I look forward to
continuing my work with the auto-
motive manufacturers, the fastener
manufacturers, and countless other
businesses, both large and small, which
are impacted by the Fastener Quality
Act. Working together, I am certain
that we can remove the act’s most bur-
densome and redundant provisions
without in any way jeopardizing public
safety.

The General Aviation Manufacturers
of America, Aerospace Industries Asso-
ciation of America, American Auto-
mobile Manufacturers Association, the
Association of International Auto-
mobile Manufacturers, the National
Air Transportation Association, and
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and
others, have all endorsed H.R. 3824, and
indeed, it has bipartisan support from
the Committee on Science, and I am
pleased the Committee on Commerce
has passed it forward. I urge all of my
colleagues to support this very impor-
tant legislation.

I reiterate my thanks to Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER, Ranking Member BROWN, my Tech-
nology Ranking Member BARCIA and my ap-
preciation to our capable staffs. On the major-
ity side, thanks to Jeff Grove, Richard Russell,
Mike Bell, and Barry Beringer, and on the mi-
nority side, Jim Turner and Rob Ryan.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I too
would like to compliment the gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA)
for her bipartisan approach towards
solving this particular problem, but in
general also the very fair and impartial
fashion that she conducts business be-
fore our Subcommittee on Technology,
and that also is extended to the chair-
man of the full committee the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-

BRENNER), who I consider certainly a
privilege to be able to work with both
of those, as well as the ranking Demo-
crat, the outstanding gentleman from
California (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE), a good friend and colleague of
mine from my home State.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, as cochairman of the
Congressional Automotive Caucus, I
rise in support of H.R. 3824, the Fas-
tener Quality Act Amendments of 1998.
Mr. Speaker, I proudly represent a dis-
trict with strong ties to the auto-
motive industry. Automakers are com-
mitted to quality, and recent history
proves quality is the number 1 concern
for workers, management, and suppli-
ers. This commitment has not only im-
proved sales, but it has improved pride.

Few can deny the changes in the auto
industry over the past decade. Faced
with increasing competition overseas,
the Big Three have worked hard to im-
prove efficiency and service. I am con-
cerned that dedicated workers be val-
ued and protected during times of
change. I am also impressed with inno-
vative developments in inventory and
supply.

One innovation is QS–9000, a quality
assurance system that provides high-
quality parts to the auto industry. Fur-
thermore, it ensures safety by mandat-
ing consistent, measurable production
standards.

The National Institute of Standards
and Technology has interpreted FQA to
require lot testing of fasteners supplied
to the auto industry, and implementa-
tion of this requirement is set to begin
later this summer. Unfortunately, a
shortage of certified laboratories cur-
rently exists, threatening to delay
parts supply to vehicle assembly lines
nationwide. With passage of H.R. 3824,
this implementation will be postponed,
and a near-term crisis can be avoided.

Mr. Speaker, working together, gov-
ernment and industry will continue to
ensure quality and safety. At the same
time, we will promote the long-term
health of an industry that produces
high-quality vehicles and high-quality
jobs.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. GUTKNECHT), a member of the
Committee on Science.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank first of all the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) for yielding me this time,
and for his leadership on this. I also
want to say a special ‘‘thank you’’ to
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA) for her leadership on this
issue.

b 1515
I rise in support of H.R. 3824, but I

want to talk just for a few moments
about the history and how the United
States got into this business.

About 10 years ago, there was a walk-
way at a hotel down in Kansas City
that collapsed. Many believed that the
reason was faulty fasteners. It is inter-
esting that that was the motivation of
getting us into the business of regulat-
ing the manufacture of fasteners. The
truth of the matter is when the final
study was done, it was not the result of
faulty fasteners even in the first place.

Mr. Speaker, let me just read a para-
graph from a letter from Mr. Bruce
Josten from the United States Cham-
ber of Commerce. This is the middle
paragraph:

‘‘The Fastener Quality Act sought to
ensure the quality of industrial fasten-
ers by requiring uniform inspections
and testing by the National Institute
of Standards and Technology accred-
ited laboratories. Despite its enact-
ment in 1990, its emanating regulations
have not been implemented due to the
enormous difficulty in fulfilling the
Act’s requirements and its attendant
burdens and costs to manufacturers,
particularly small businesses and con-
sumers.’’

Mr. Speaker, that is what a lawyer
would say, and what I would say, is a
$20 solution to a $2 problem. And frank-
ly I am delighted that we have this bill
before us today. I think it is a good
step in the right direction. But even
better news is that the chairman of the
Committee on Science and the chair-
woman of the Subcommittee on Tech-
nology have agreed that this is a good
starting point and that we ought to
have hearings to talk about repealing
this legislation altogether.

When this bill was first introduced
eight years ago, the National Institute
of Standards and Technology opposed
this bill, and they oppose it still.

So this is a step in terms of common
sense. I support the bill, and I do sup-
port having additional hearings geared
towards ultimately eliminating this
needless regulation.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. BROWN), the very distin-
guished former chair of the House Com-
mittee on Science, as well as the cur-
rent ranking member of that commit-
tee, who of course has a very long pe-
riod of service in terms of science
issues on the committee.

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BARCIA) for
being so generous in yielding time to
me. I was only going to make a short 1-
minute statement, so now I will have
to speak for the whole 5 minutes, I
guess.

Mr. Speaker, let me first confirm
what the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BARCIA) has said earlier about the
high degree of cooperation that we
have enjoyed in the committee from
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER), chairman of the full
committee, and the gentlewoman from
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Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA), chairman of
the subcommittee. It has been a pleas-
ure to work with both of these distin-
guished Members in connection with
this bill.

I will confess that I have not been
particularly deeply involved in the
drafting of this legislation but, of
course, I fall back on the fact that 10
years ago I was deeply involved and
that qualifies me to say anything I
wish today.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3824 because I feel that it is the only
practical short-term solution to the
problem of revisiting the Fastener
Quality Act. Our committee record on
these revisions of the Fastener Quality
Act was developed rapidly and is of ne-
cessity fairly narrow in scope. This ef-
fort was triggered, of course, by the an-
nouncement already referred to by the
National Institute of Standards and
Technology that the long-delayed regu-
lations to implement the Fastener
Quality Act would take effect on July
26, 1998, and the universal agreement
that the law should be changed to ex-
empt certain aircraft industry fasten-
ers from the Act’s coverage. Therefore,
time was of the essence if the Congress
was to intervene legislatively in ad-
vance of that date.

The committee scheduled just one
panel of witnesses which was largely
drawn from the aerospace community,
and with the exception of one witness
from the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, did not have the
expertise to discuss the impact of the
Fastener Quality Act beyond aircraft
manufacture.

The committee became aware that
the auto industry, and perhaps other
manufacturers, also faced potential ad-
verse impacts from the scheduled July
implementation of the Fastener Qual-
ity Act regulations.

Mr. Speaker, the original Fastener
Quality Act was based on extensive in-
vestigative, legislative and judicial
records of defective fasteners, largely
of overseas origin, which had turned up
in tanks, submarines, aircraft carriers,
planes of all types, bridges, and even
nuclear power plants.

Of course, as the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) men-
tioned, there was considerable public
attention given to the quality of fas-
teners by such events as the Kansas
City bridge failure. I have forgotten ex-
actly what it was that caused that fail-
ure, but it at least focused attention on
the problem of fasteners.

The Committee on Energy and Com-
merce conducted an 18-month inves-
tigation during the 100th Congress, in-
cluding five open and two closed hear-
ings. It also involved numerous Federal
Agencies and resulted in dozens of
criminal prosecutions, civil actions
and debarments. The situation cried
out for legislative action.

We face a much different situation in
1998 than we did in 1990. Eight years
have passed since the Act was put in
place without implementing regula-

tions. The problems now seem much
less daunting. During the 1990s, some
industries had developed their own
quality assurance systems which ap-
peared to provide protections to the
public comparable to those under the
Fastener Quality Act, but at less cost.
Even NIST, the agency charged with
regulating fasteners, seems to have
some second thoughts about the
breadth of the Act, but no one had done
a careful analysis either of the extent
to which the Fastener Quality Act is
still necessary and still serves its origi-
nal purpose.

The committee solution is the best
possible under the circumstances. The
delay will permit the Secretary of
Commerce to study the extent to which
the problems being addressed still
exist, including the potential for defec-
tive fasteners from overseas once again
penetrating the U.S. markets. It will
also permit the Secretary to get an ex-
pert opinion on the degree of compat-
ibility between the Fastener Quality
Act and modern business practice and
to make suggestions on how to update
the Act.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote in favor of this important legis-
lation.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I am
privileged to represent the fastener
capital of the United States, Rockford,
Illinois. There are more fastener manu-
facturers per capita in Rockford than
any other city in the Nation.

The implementation of the Fastener
Quality Act is of key importance to the
livelihood of northern Illinois, but its
impact reaches far beyond our congres-
sional district. In fact, a disruption in
the supply of fasteners to our industry
would be the equivalent of a nation-
wide trucking or rail strike.

With the release of the latest set of
regulations by the National Institute
of Standards and Technology last
April, I surveyed the fastener manufac-
turers in northern Illinois for their
input, listening to people such as the
Pearson family who have been manu-
facturing fasteners for years and have
been wrestling with the Fastener Qual-
ity Act.

Mr. Speaker, let me review for the
benefit of my colleagues the results
this survey: 54 percent of the fastener
manufacturers still do not know which
fasteners are covered by the Fastener
Quality Act; 46 percent of the fastener
manufacturers are so small they can-
not afford to adopt the expensive qual-
ity assurance system, even though
they have their own system of testing
and ensuring quality. Thus, the April
regulations permitting larger compa-
nies which use QAS to become Fas-
tener Quality Act certified means
nothing to these small fastener manu-
facturing firms; 92 percent, almost
every one of the fastener manufactur-
ers in Illinois, still do not know what

they have to do to fully comply with
the Fastener Quality Act regulations.

Finally, every fastener manufacturer
in the Sixteenth Congressional District
agreed there will not be enough labs up
and running on July 26 to certify prod-
ucts coming off the assembly line as
Fastener Quality Act approved.

That is why I am pleased to join my
colleagues, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Chairman SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentlewoman from Maryland (Mrs.
MORELLA), chairwoman of the Sub-
committee on Technology, in cospon-
soring and strongly supporting H.R.
3824. I recommend and strongly urge
my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. COOK), a member of the
Committee on Science.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3824, the Fastener Quality
Act amendments.

Mr. Speaker, as a freshman Congress-
man one of my overriding desires is to
cut government waste, duplication of
effort, and bureaucracy, which is ex-
actly what this bill does.

H.R. 3824 ensures that America’s
manufacturing economy and American
consumers are not harmed by outdated
or unnecessary regulations. The bill
will help business be more competitive
with foreign manufacturers while keep-
ing safety standards for consumers
that we have come to expect.

The Fastener Quality Act was in-
tended to make structures more safe
and it was a good idea. Unfortunately,
it set up two government bureaucracies
with the same regulation to oversee
manufacturing of nuts, bolts, studs and
screws.

For example, aviation manufacturers
are already subject to the Federal qual-
ity assurance programs of the Federal
Aviation Administration and, there-
fore, the fasteners they manufacture
already meet or exceed the quality
standards of the Fastener Quality Act.
Requiring another government agency
other than the FAA to certify aviation
industry nuts, bolts, studs, and screws
would be a waste of taxpayers’ dollars.
It would create an enormous duplica-
tion of effort and would create signifi-
cantly higher airline ticket prices.

In the motor vehicle industry, the
safety of fasteners is assured and mon-
itored by the National Highway Trans-
portation Safety Administration in
compliance with the National Traffic
and Motor Vehicle Safety Act. Auto
manufacturers already have ample in-
centive and regulation to use the high-
est quality fasteners possible.

The auto industry has concluded that
the annual cost of duplicative regula-
tions would be $317 million, which
would be directly passed on to consum-
ers, yet automobiles would be no safer
because current Federal regulations
and recall authority ensure a high level
of safety.

Manufacturers have made tremen-
dous strides in improving the safety of
their products, not because of some
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government bureaucracy mandates but
because a market-driven economy re-
wards well-built products.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for H.R. 3824, which will reduce
unnecessary regulation.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I was surprised
when several of my constituents contacted me
about a little-known law passed eight years
ago which has not yet been implemented. The
original intent of this law, the Fastener Quality
Act of 1990, was to regulate and test certain
critical nuts, bolts, and similar fasteners. Yet,
eight years later, the National Institute for
Standards and Technology (NIST), which is
the agency responsible for implementing this
law, has not done so. In the years that this
law languished, the fastener industry and
other regulatory federal agencies have taken
steps to meet and surpass the original safety
goals of the 1990 law. Unfortunately, this late
attempt to impose these new requirements un-
necessarily duplicates superior quality efforts
already underway in the industry and the regu-
latory community.

Originally, the law was supposed to cover a
specific number of critical fasteners used in
such things as public buildings, bridges, and
airliners. NIST since has expanded the scope
of the original law to cover nearly half of all
nuts, bolts, and other fasteners made or used
in this country.

For example, an employer in my district
supplies fasteners to the automotive industry.
They are a certified QS 9000 facility, which
means they meet strict quality standards and
continually test their product at all stages of
the manufacturing process. They meet the
standards set by their customers and those
set by the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, which already regulates safety
standards for these products. Under this 1990
law, they are additionally required to employ
another separate, specially accredited lab to
test their products, over and above the steps
the company is already taking to ensure the
safety and quality of their product.

This employer meets the standards provided
for by their customer, the industry, and the in-
dustry safety regulator, in addition to maintain-
ing a certified QS 9000 facility and providing
for continual in-process testing of their prod-
ucts. Application of this 1990 law does not
meet the demands of today’s manufacturing
processes, and would impose additional and
costly requirements that duplicate these efforts
and do not increase the public safety. Addi-
tionally, there are not enough accredited labs
to do this testing. In my district, this means
this same employer would have to shut down
for six months until an accredited laboratory is
available to duplicate the strong quality control
efforts already being made by this manufac-
turer.

The legislation we are considering today re-
quires the Secretary of Commerce to first
study this issue and report to Congress on the
best way to address the public safety intent of
the original legislation in light of changes in
manufacturing processes since passage of the
original act. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3824 will pro-
vide Congress the opportunity to rationally ad-
dress the public safety aspect to fasteners in
the context of today’s modern manufacturing
processes without imposing duplicative, un-
necessary, or confusing new programs on re-
sponsible American manufacturers. I urge my
colleagues to support this common-sense leg-
islation.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 3824, a bill amending the Fas-
tener Quality Act. The Committee on Com-
merce was named as an additional committee
of jurisdiction on this bill and has had a long-
standing interest in the issue of fastener qual-
ity and the Fastener Quality Act. This interest
goes back to the 100th Congress, at which
time the Committee undertook an investigation
of counterfeit and substandard fasteners. This
investigation resulted in the issuance of a
unanimously approved Subcommittee report
entitled ‘‘The Threat from Substandard Fasten-
ers: Is America Losing Its Grip?’’ which ulti-
mately led to the approval by our respective
committees of the Fastener Quality Act of
1990.

H.R. 3824, as reported, would amend the
Fastener Quality act in two ways. First, the bill
exempts fasteners approved for use in aircraft
by the Federal Aviation Administration from
the requirements of the Act. Secondly, it
delays implementation of the final regulations
until the Secretary of Commerce and the Con-
gress have had an opportunity to consider de-
velopments in manufacturing and quality as-
surance techniques since the law was en-
acted.

While the Commerce Committee was gen-
erally pleased with the legislation reported by
the Science Committee, we asked for several
technical clarifications in the Manager’s
amendment under consideration today. First,
we asked that language be clarified to ensure
that all regulations issued pursuant to the Fas-
tener Quality Act be place don hold until the
Secretary of Commerce can deliver his report
to Congress. Secondly, we asked that the re-
port be delivered to both the Science Commit-
tee and the Commerce Committee directly so
that we can continue our cooperative role in
protecting American consumers from sub-
standard fasteners. I appreciate Chairman
SENSENBRENNER’s willingness to listen to the
concerns of Members of the Commerce Com-
mittee.

Due to Chairman SENSENBRENNER’s co-
operation and the need to ensure enactment
of this legislation prior to the July 26 effective
date of the current regulations, the Commerce
Committee has chosen not to exercise its right
to a referral. I have been assured by Chair-
man SENSENBRENNER of his continued co-
operation through this process, and look for-
ward to working with him should this legisla-
tion be the subject of a House-Senate con-
ference committee.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R. 3824,
and urge my colleagues support this bill as
well.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 3824, a bill to amend the Fas-
tener Quality Act of 1990. I am pleased that a
proposed rule to implement this Act has been
repeatedly delayed over the last few years.
The proposed rule’s effectiveness remains
unproven and it would impose tremendous
costs on industry which would, in turn, be
passed on to the consumer. In my judgment,
compliance with the proposed rule would not
only result in a loss of jobs and productivity,
but also would seriously interrupt deliveries to
numerous industry sectors for which fasteners
are an integral part of their product. These
major industries, the aerospace, automotive,
and heavy industries, should be strengthened,
not weakened, by our laws. I am greatly con-
cerned about the financial costs that would be

borne by these industries to implement regula-
tions, the effects of which have not been
ascertained.

For this reason, I strongly support passage
of H.R. 3824 to ensure that the implementa-
tion of the Fastener Quality Act rule be de-
layed by one year. During this time the Com-
merce Secretary and the National Institute of
Standards & Technology would be required to
review current law and regulations and rec-
ommend changes to make regulations consist-
ent with current industry practices. I believe
that a thorough review of current policies will
reveal duplicitious regulations. The reports
submitted to Congress as a result of H.R.
3824 would take into account technological
advances that have occurred since the pas-
sage of the Fastener Quality Act in 1990 and
precipitate the necessary changes to ensure
its effectiveness as intended by Congress. I
urge my colleagues to support the passage of
this bill.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speak-
er, we have no further speakers, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3824, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f
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TELEMARKETING FRAUD
PREVENTION ACT OF 1997

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and concur
in the Senate amendment to the bill
(H.R. 1847) to improve the criminal law
relating to fraud against consumers.

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendment:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and

insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Telemarketing
Fraud Prevention Act of 1997’’.
SEC. 2. CRIMINAL FORFEITURE OF FRAUD PRO-

CEEDS.
Section 982 of title 18, United States Code, is

amended—
(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by redesignating the second paragraph

designated as paragraph (6) as paragraph (7);
and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(8) The Court, in sentencing a defendant

convicted of an offense under section 1028, 1029,
1341, 1342, 1343, or 1344, or of a conspiracy to
commit such an offense, if the offense involves
telemarketing (as that term is defined in section
2325), shall order that the defendant forfeit to
the United States any real or personal prop-
erty—

‘‘(A) used or intended to be used to commit, to
facilitate, or to promote the commission of such
offense; and

‘‘(B) constituting, derived from, or traceable
to the gross proceeds that the defendant ob-
tained directly or indirectly as a result of the of-
fense.’’; and
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(2) in subsection (b)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘(a)(1)

or (a)(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘(a)(1), (a)(6), or
(a)(8)’’.
SEC. 3. PENALTY FOR TELEMARKETING FRAUD.

Section 2326 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘may’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘shall’’.
SEC. 4. ADDITION OF CONSPIRACY OFFENSES TO

SECTION 2326 ENHANCEMENT.
Section 2326 of title 18, United States Code, is

amended by inserting ‘‘, or a conspiracy to com-
mit such an offense,’’ after ‘‘or 1344’’.
SEC. 5. CLARIFICATION OF MANDATORY RESTITU-

TION.
Section 2327 of title 18, United States Code, is

amended—
(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘for any of-

fense under this chapter’’ and inserting ‘‘to all
victims of any offense for which an enhanced
penalty is provided under section 2326’’; and

(2) by striking subsection (c) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(c) VICTIM DEFINED.—In this section, the
term ‘victim’ has the meaning given that term in
section 3663A(a)(2).’’.
SEC. 6. AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL SENTENCING

GUIDELINES.
(a) DEFINITION OF TELEMARKETING.—In this

section, the term ‘‘telemarketing’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 2326 of title 18,
United States Code.

(b) DIRECTIVE TO SENTENCING COMMISSION.—
Pursuant to its authority under section 994(p) of
title 28, United States Code, and in accordance
with this section, the United States Sentencing
Commission shall—

(1) promulgate Federal sentencing guidelines
or amend existing sentencing guidelines (and
policy statements, if appropriate) to provide for
substantially increased penalties for persons
convicted of offenses described in section 2326 of
title 18, United States Code, as amended by this
Act, in connection with the conduct of tele-
marketing;

(2) submit to Congress an explanation of each
action taken under paragraph (1) and any addi-
tional policy recommendations for combating the
offenses described in that paragraph.

(c) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this sec-
tion, the Commission shall—

(1) ensure that the guidelines and policy
statements promulgated or amended pursuant to
subsection (b)(1) and any recommendations sub-
mitted thereunder reflect the serious nature of
the offenses;

(2) provide an additional appropriate sentenc-
ing enhancement if offense involved sophisti-
cated means, including but not limited to so-
phisticated concealment efforts, such as per-
petrating the offense from outside the United
States;

(3) provide an additional appropriate sentenc-
ing enhancement for cases in which a large
number of vulnerable victims, including but not
limited to victims described in section 2326(2) of
title 18, United States Code, are affected by a
fraudulent scheme or schemes;

(4) ensure that guidelines and policy state-
ments promulgated or amended pursuant to sub-
section (b)(1) are reasonably consistent with
other relevant statutory directives to the Com-
mission and with other guidelines;

(5) account for any aggravating or mitigating
circumstances that might justify upward or
downward departures;

(6) ensure that the guidelines adequately meet
the purposes of sentencing as set forth in section
3553(a)(2) of title 18, United States Code; and

(7) take any other action the Commission con-
siders necessary to carry out this section.

(d) EMERGENCY AUTHORITY.—The Commission
shall promulgate the guidelines or amendments
provided for under this subsection as soon as
practicable, and in any event not later than 120
days after the date of enactment of the Tele-
marketing Fraud Prevention Act of 1997, in ac-
cordance with the procedures set forth in sec-

tion 21(a) of the Sentencing Reform Act of 1987,
as though the authority under that authority
had not expired, except that the Commission
shall submit to Congress the emergency guide-
lines or amendments promulgated under this
section, and shall set an effective date for those
guidelines or amendments not earlier than 30
days after their submission to Congress.
SEC. 7. FALSE ADVERTISING OR MISUSE OF NAME

TO INDICATE UNITED STATES MAR-
SHALS SERVICE.

Section 709 of title 18, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after the thirteenth un-
designated paragraph the following:

‘‘Whoever, except with the written permission
of the Director of the United States Marshals
Service, knowingly uses the words ‘United
States Marshals Service’, ‘U.S. Marshals Serv-
ice’, ‘United States Marshal’, ‘U.S. Marshal’,
‘U.S.M.S.’, or any colorable imitation of any
such words, or the likeness of a United States
Marshals Service badge, logo, or insignia on any
item of apparel, in connection with any adver-
tisement, circular, book, pamphlet, software, or
other publication, or any play, motion picture,
broadcast, telecast, or other production, in a
manner that is reasonably calculated to convey
the impression that the wearer of the item of ap-
parel is acting pursuant to the legal authority
of the United States Marshals Service, or to con-
vey the impression that such advertisement, cir-
cular, book, pamphlet, software, or other publi-
cation, or such play, motion picture, broadcast,
telecast, or other production, is approved, en-
dorsed, or authorized by the United States Mar-
shals Service;’’.
SEC. 8. DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN RECORDS FOR

INVESTIGATIONS OF TELE-
MARKETING FRAUD.

Section 2703(c)(1)(B) of title 18, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause
(ii);

(2) by striking out the period at the end of
clause (iii) and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘; or’’;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(iv) submits a formal written request relevant

to a law enforcement investigation concerning
telemarketing fraud for the name, address, and
place of business of a subscriber or customer of
such provider, which subscriber or customer is
engaged in telemarketing (as such term is in sec-
tion 2325 of this title).’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE)
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. DELAHUNT) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my
colleagues to support the final passage
of H.R. 1847, the Telemarketing Fraud
Prevention Act. This important legis-
lation, which I introduced in January
of last year, will take the strong action
that is needed to step up the fight
against a common enemy, the fraudu-
lent telemarketer.

Telemarketing fraud has become a
critical problem across the country,
but especially in my home State of Vir-
ginia where it has made victims of
countless unsuspecting folks and their
families.

The tragedy of telemarketing fraud
is that its perpetrators often target el-
derly victims who have contributed so
much to society. Who are these vic-

tims? They are our veterans of World
War II and Korea. They are our retired
schoolteachers. They are our parents
and grandparents.

Many of the victims, long-time resi-
dents of areas like the Shenandoah
Valley in my district, come from a
time when one’s word was his or her
bond, and they are often deceived by a
con artist who will say whatever it
takes to separate victims from their
money.

It has been estimated by the FBI
that nearly 80 percent of all targeted
telemarketing fraud victims are elder-
ly. Who are these people who victimize
our Nation’s elderly? They are white
collar thugs who contribute nothing to
our society but grief.

They choose to satisfy their greed by
bilking others instead of doing an hon-
est day’s work. They strip victims not
only of their hard-earned money, but
also of their dignity. They are swin-
dlers who con our senior citizens out of
their life savings by playing on their
trust, sympathy, and if that does not
work, by playing on their fear.

These criminals have said that they
do not fear prosecution because they
count on their victims’ physical or
mental infirmity or the embarrassment
that victims feel from being scammed
that prevent them from testifying at
trial.

If they are brought to trial, they are
currently not deterred in engaging
from telemarketing fraud because the
penalties are so weak. In one example
of how large a problem telemarketing
fraud has become, more than 400 indi-
viduals were arrested in 1996 as a part
of Operation Senior Sentinel. Retired
law enforcement officers and volun-
teers recruited by the American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons went under
cover to record sales pitches from
fraudulent telemarketers.

Volunteers from the 2-year-long oper-
ation discovered various telemarketing
schemes. Some people were victimized
by phony charities or investment
schemes. Others were taken in by so-
called premium promotions in which
people were guaranteed one of four or
five valuable prizes, but were induced
to buy an overpriced product in ex-
change for a cheap prize. One of the
most vicious scams preyed on those
who have lost their money already,
some telemarketers charge a substan-
tial fee to recover money for those who
had been victimized previously, and
proceeded to renege on the promised
assistance.

By the time the operation was over,
it took the Department of Justice, the
FBI, the Federal Trade Commission, a
dozen U.S. Attorneys and States attor-
neys general, the Postal Service, the
IRS, and the Secret Service to arrest
over 400 fraudulent telemarketers in
five States.

Clearly, telemarketing fraud is on
the rise. According to Attorney Gen-
eral Reno, it is not uncommon for sen-
iors to receive as many as five or more
high-pressure phone calls a day.
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Mr. Speaker, malicious criminal ac-

tivity like this must be punished with
the appropriate level of severity. H.R.
1847 will take a number of steps to
raise the element of risk for fraudulent
telemarketers by directing the U.S.
Sentencing Commission to provide for
substantially increased penalties for
those convicted of telemarketing fraud
offenses.

It also requires the Commission to
provide an additional appropriate sen-
tencing enhancement for cases in
which a large number of vulnerable
victims are affected by a fraudulent
scheme or schemes. This provision will
help to protect those most vulnerable
in our society, including seniors and
the disabled, from these malicious
crimes.

Let me repeat that language from
the bill, Mr. Speaker: substantially in-
creased penalties. This language is dif-
ferent from the House-passed version of
the bill, which included specific sen-
tencing increases for four levels for
general telemarketing fraud and eight
levels for telemarketers who defraud
the most vulnerable in our society.

Nevertheless, the language in the
Senate-passed version was carefully
chosen. A minimum increase of two
levels is not substantial. The Sentenc-
ing Commission recently issued an
amendment that would increase by two
offense levels, the smallest increase
possible, the penalties for fraud of-
fenses that use mass marketing to
carry out fraud. While their amend-
ment was a step in the right direction,
the step is much too small.

Telemarketing fraud is a serious
problem that is growing even as we
speak. The Sentencing Guidelines
should reflect this; but even with this
recent action, they do not. From the
House- and Senate-passed bills, it
should have been clear to the Sentenc-
ing Commission last year the kind of
significant increases Congress wanted.
Unfortunately, it appears that our in-
tention was not clear.

Therefore, let me make it clear right
now, along with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida, and along with
the good Senator from Arizona who
sponsored this legislation in the Sen-
ate, that in the next year we expect the
Sentencing Commission to make the
kind of substantial penalty increases
that are needed to adequately address
the growing crime of telemarketing
fraud.

In addition to this provision, the bill
would also require the Commission to
provide an additional appropriate sen-
tencing enhancement if the offense in-
volved sophisticated means, including,
but not limited to, sophisticated and
concealment efforts, such as perpetrat-
ing the offense from outside the United
States.

This provision will target those who
set up their telemarketing fraud oper-
ations in other countries, particularly
Canada, in order to evade prosecution.
Of the top 11 fraudulent telemarketing
company locations in 1996, four were
Canadian provinces.

The bill also addresses the problem of
victims who are unable to recoup any
of their losses after the criminal is
caught and convicted. It includes pro-
visions to requiring criminal asset for-
feiture to ensure that the fruits of tele-
marketing fraud crimes will not be
used to commit further crimes. It also
includes mandatory victim restitution
language to ensure that victims are the
first to receive restitution for their
losses.

The bill includes conspiracy language
to the list of enhanced telemarketing
fraud penalties. This provision will en-
able prosecutors to seek our master-
minds behind the boiler rooms, the
places where the fraudulent tele-
marketers conduct their illegal activi-
ties.

Finally, the bill includes a Senate-
passed provision that will help law en-
forcement effectively combat the prob-
lem of telemarketing fraud operations
that set up boiler rooms for a few
months and then simply disappear.

The provision would protect tele-
marketing fraud victims by providing
law enforcement with the authority to
more quickly obtain the name, address,
and physical location of businesses sus-
pected of telemarketing fraud. This
would only be allowed if the official
submitted a written request for this in-
formation relevant to a legitimate law
enforcement investigation.

Mr. Speaker, the Telemarketing
Fraud Prevention Act will serve as a
vital tool in the Federal arsenal of
weapons available to law enforcement
officials in the fight against this crime.
I urge my colleagues to support the
passage of this important legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE), for introducing this
measure, and I am pleased to join with
him in supporting it.

As the gentleman has noted, this is
actually the second time the House has
considered this legislation. We passed
it by voice vote last July. Since then,
the other body has taken up the bill,
amended it, and passed it in the form
in which it appears before us today. If
we approve this amended bill, it will go
straight to the President for his signa-
ture.

The purpose of this legislation, as ar-
ticulated again by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), is to crack
down on telemarketing fraud, one of
the fastest growing white collar crimes
in America.

I would ask that we just pause and
reflect for one moment on a single sta-
tistic that I suggest is most disturbing,
and that is $40 billion. The Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation has estimated
that the amount of fraud that can be
allocated to this single white collar
economic crime exceeds $40 billion an-
nually and is growing.

I dare say that if we added all of the
crimes committed by violence in this

country ranging from shoplifting to
armed robbery, in the aggregate, it
would pale in comparison in terms of
economic loss to that statistic of $40
billion a year.

Even those of us who have not been
victims of fraud have plenty of experi-
ence with telemarketing. What family
in America has not sat down for an
evening meal only to have the tele-
phone ring and at the other end is a
telemarketer selling us something. I
am sure many Members like I receive a
constant flow of letters complaining
about being plagued by telemarketing.

Furthermore, as a woman from Mar-
tha’s Vineyard in my district laments,
every third call is someone trying to
sell something unsolicited. For most of
us, this is merely a nuisance. We may
not want to hear the sales pitch, but at
least we usually know when to hang
up. But when the caller is a sophisti-
cated scam artist, things are rarely so
clear.

We have all heard from constituents
who were tricked into contributing to
nonexisting charities or conned into
throwing away their hard-earned
money on phony real estate scams.

One recent Federal investigation un-
covered a telemarketing scheme that
bilked some 100,000 Americans out of
$35 million. The victims were mostly
older Americans who, as my friend and
colleague, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. GOODLATTE), indicated, are the fa-
vorite targets of these criminals.

I would suggest, too, we hear much,
and much of it is true, about the effort
in Congress to federalize what is par-
ticularly State crimes. We hear the
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
criticizing this body for the federaliza-
tion of what have traditionally been
State crimes. I agree with the Chief
Justice. However, in this particular in-
stance, there is a special place and a
special role for the Federal Govern-
ment.

I think that the gentleman from Vir-
ginia hit it on the mark when he
talked about, in Canada, there is a
source of telemarketing fraud that is
going on. These crimes particularly are
pernicious in the sense that no single
jurisdiction can deal with them effec-
tively because these scholars, if you
will, in economic crime know that it is
beyond the resources that exist cur-
rently at the State and local level to
deal with this issue, and they can set
up their operation in multiple jurisdic-
tions and deal at the national level.
This is where the Federal Government
ought to allocate its resources. I am
pleased that they are doing this.

As the gentleman said, seniors are es-
pecially vulnerable to telemarketing
fraud because many of them are lonely,
homebound, or infirm. For them, that
unwanted telephone call can mean the
loss of everything they have managed
to save over a lifetime.

I am particularly pleased with the
penalty enhancements in terms of
those victims that are senior citizens.
Furthermore, the fact that H.R. 1847
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would permit Federal prosecutors to
seek forfeiture of the proceeds of tele-
marketing fraud and of property used
by the criminals to carry out the fraud,
I think is a particularly important pro-
vision.

In these kinds of crime, forfeiture is
an important tool that enables pros-
ecutors to shut down a criminal enter-
prise. I am confident that, in this par-
ticular case, it absolutely has a deter-
rent effect. These people know what
they are doing. The profit motive is so
significant that they are willing to
take the chance, because, historically,
white collar crime and economic crime
in this country have not received the
kind of incarceration and sanctions
that it so rightly deserves.

I and others have been working with
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
to seek reform of some of the proce-
dures used in Federal forfeiture cases,
but I do not think there is any ques-
tion, as I indicated, that forfeiture
should be available in telemarketing
fraud.

Again, as my friend, the gentleman
from Virginia, pointed out, H.R. 1847
will also increase the penalties for tele-
marketing fraud by utilizing the Sen-
tencing Commission. In this respect, I
submit the Senate has substantially
improved the bill. Our original version
would have increased the penalties by
specific amounts set forth in the legis-
lation.

When the House considered the bill
last July, I expressed reservations
about that particular provision because
I do not believe that Congress should
usurp the role we assigned to the U.S.
Sentencing Commission in prescribing
appropriate sentencing ranges.

The bill before us today directs the
Sentencing Commission to amend the
Sentencing Guidelines to provide for
substantially increased penalties for
persons convicted of telemarketing
fraud. I believe this is a major im-
provement in the bill, and I strongly
support this change. I anticipate that
the Sentencing Commission will listen
clearly to the message intended to be
sent by this body.
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In sum, Mr. Speaker, criminals who
prey on the vulnerabilities of others
should be held to account. This legisla-
tion does just that. I commend the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE)
for his leadership on the issue and urge
my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds, and I do so to
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts for his strong support for this leg-
islation. He speaks from authority
when he talks about this as a former
prosecutor, and I very much respect his
remarks and welcome them and wel-
come his support for this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I just rise
briefly to commend both the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE)
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. DELAHUNT) for the great job that
they have done in bringing this bill to
the floor, apparently without opposi-
tion, and that is great work.

We have all heard stories from time
to time of telemarketing scams that
too often target, as both the gentleman
from Virginia and the gentleman from
Massachusetts have pointed out, our
Nation’s older citizens. However, yes-
terday, I met with a group of seniors in
my district from Toms River, New Jer-
sey, and one of my constituents
brought this very issue to my atten-
tion and shared his own fears of being
swindled.

Seniors are apprehensive of these
predators, and with good reason. It is a
horrible day when greed motivates
someone to strip the hard-earned earn-
ings and livelihood an older adult has
accumulated over a lifetime. These
corrupt schemes will come to an end,
or at least will begin to come to an end
under this bill.

I fully support the provisions of the
Telemarketing Fraud Prevention Act
of 1997, which protects seniors and pun-
ishes ruthless criminals.

Under this bill, the U.S. Sentencing Com-
mission must increase its punishment level
guidelines by eight levels for persons con-
victed of telemarketing crimes against anyone
55 years of age.

There is no excuse for behavior that victim-
izes those who rely on their savings to sur-
vive. These con artists must be punished for
such horrendous crimes. I sincerely hope that
one day soon our Nation’s seniors will no
longer be preyed upon by these criminals.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 1847, the bill under dis-
cussion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support

of the Telemarketing Fraud Prevention Act.
This legislation represents a positive step in
combating the growing problem of consumer
and telemarketing fraud. Unfortunately, illegal
telemarketing often targets the elderly and the
disabled, many of whom lose their life’s sav-
ings to such scams.

Today telemarketing fraud is in focus. While
conditions for older Americans have improved
markedly since passage of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965, many still suffer in abusive
situations ranging from financial exploitation to
severe consumer and telemarketing fraud.
Many seniors are faced with physical or men-
tal disabilities, social isolation and limited fi-
nancial resources which prevent them from

being able to protect or advocate for them-
selves.

According to the Federal Trade Commission
(FTC), telemarketing fraud has mushroomed
into a multi-billion dollar problem in the United
States. Every year, thousands of consumers
lose anywhere from a few dollars to their life
savings to telephone con artists. The Tele-
marketing Fraud Prevention Act will protect
consumers from losing their hard earned in-
come to telemarketing scams.

Specifically, HR 1847 increases the pen-
alties against fraudulent telemarketing by in-
creasing the recommended prison sentences
for people convicted of consumer scams and
deception. This legislation further increases
the penalties incurred for telemarketing and
consumer cams specifically targeted at older
Americans.

In addition to increasing the consequences
of fraudulent telemarketing, the Telemarketing
Fraud Prevention Act provides the necessary
tools and resources to prevent and uncover il-
legal schemes that are targeted at older Amer-
icans. Telephone companies would be re-
quired to provide the name, address and
physical location of businesses suspected of
conducting telemarketing scams. Since scam
artists are relentless in their pursuit of older
Americans, this measure would allow Law En-
forcement Officials to move more quickly in
preventing such schemes and scams from oc-
curring.

Along with the FTC, several sources confirm
that telemarketing fraud against older Ameri-
cans is growing substantially. A 1996 Amer-
ican Association of Retired Persons (AARP)
survey of people 50 years or older revealed
that 57% were likely to receive calls from tele-
marketers at least once a week. Moreover,
more than half the respondents indicated that
they could not distinguish a legitimate tele-
marketer from a fraudulent one. It is not sur-
prising that a fraud perpetrator would solicit an
older American to attain a significant amount
of money—often with a single phone call.
Many senior citizens have worked diligently
throughout their lives to build savings and re-
tirement income.

Congress is moving in the right direction by
addressing the growing problems of consumer
and telemarketing fraud. We need to provide
adequate tools for our Law Enforcement Offi-
cers to combat and respond to telemarketing
fraud, to punish those who perpetrate it, and
to deter others from entering the arena. The
Telemarketing Fraud Prevention Act is an im-
portant step in protecting our senior citizens
from deception tactics and fraudulent activi-
ties.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, in the 104th
Congress, the House of Representatives
passed by voice vote an identical version of
H.R. 1847, the ‘‘Telemarketing Fraud Preven-
tion Act.’’ The Senate failed to act on that leg-
islation before final adjournment, and Mr.
GOODLATTE, a dedicated Member of the Judi-
ciary Committee, picked up the flag and de-
cided to advance this important issue in the
105th Congress.

Once again, due to amendments made by
the Senate, the House must pass H.R. 1847,
a bill which will finally give some measure of
protection to this Nation’s elderly who are
bilked by crooked telemarketers. As the Sub-
committee on Crime heard last Congress,
some retirees have lost their entire savings to
mail and phone scams. The Federal Trade
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Commission estimates that telemarketing
fraud costs consumers about $40 billion a
year.

Mr. Speaker, in the hands of a fraudulent
telemarketer, a phone is a dangerous weapon.
They will use every trick possible to get their
victims to send money. Examples of such de-
ceptions include offering phony investment
schemes, claiming to work for charitable orga-
nizations, or promising grand trips and prizes.
These telephone thieves are relentless in their
pursuit of someone else’s hard-earned pay-
check.

Although I am somewhat disappointed that
the Senate chose to strike the specific level
enhancements which the House passed, I am
satisfied that this legislation will aid prosecu-
tors in their efforts to track and prosecute
crooked telemarketers.

Moreover, I hope that the passage of this
legislation sends a loud, clear message to the
U.S. Sentencing Commission: review the
guidelines carefully because the current aver-
age sentence for a telemarketer is too low!
These tele-predators must do time for their
crimes. Telemarketing fraud may be non-
violent, but it devastates families, destroys
self-esteem and costs billions overall. If the
Sentencing Commission does not make some
sweeping changes to the fraud provisions as
a result of this legislation, Congress will revisit
this issue next year.

Again, I thank my good friend from Virginia,
Mr. GOODLATTE, for not allowing this issue to
go unnoticed. Telemarketing fraud conceivably
affects every person who owns a telephone. I
was proud to support this legislation in the
104th Congress, and I was proud to support
H.R. 1847 earlier this Congress, and I am ex-
tremely proud that finally we have a bi-par-
tisan piece of legislation ready for the Presi-
dent’s signature.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise in strong support of H.R.
1847, the Telemarketing Fraud Preven-
tion Act.

H.R. 1847 increases criminal penalties
for telemarketing fraud, especially
telemarketing fraud targeting senior
citizens. Older Americans are the tar-
gets of many fraudulent telemarketers
because they are generally home more
often, may be more trusting, and they
may be led to look on a smooth-talking
telemarketer as a friend rather than
someone preying on their life savings.

The measure is a positive step for-
ward to protecting consumers and our
seniors, but we need to do more. Be-
sides increasing penalties on fraudu-
lent telemarketers, we need to help
educate consumers of the dangers of
fraudulent telemarketing. I sponsored
several mail and telemarketing fraud
briefings for senior citizens in my dis-
trict, Honolulu, Hawaii. These edu-
cational briefings were designed to give
vulnerable senior citizens a fighting
chance against an industry designed to
victimize them. I encourage my col-
leagues to work with organizations
such as the AARP and educate senior
citizens in their districts.

H.R. 1847 also allows law enforcement
officials to prosecute individuals for
conspiracy to commit telemarketing
fraud. This provision allows police and
prosecutors to seek out and punish or-

ganizers of telemarketing scams, who
often arrange the schemes but don’t ac-
tually commit the fraud themselves.

Telemarketing fraud robs Americans
of an estimated $40 billion per year.
The actual amount may be higher, be-
cause some consumers are too embar-
rassed to report that they have been
defrauded or consumers fail to recog-
nize that they have been victimized.

I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
1847 and continue to work to eliminate
telemarketing and mail fraud.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time
and urge a favorable vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) that the House suspend
the rules and concur in the Senate
amendment to H.R. 1847.

The question was taken.
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON CALIFOR-
NIA INDIAN POLICY EXTENSION
ACT OF 1997

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3069) to extend the Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy to
allow the Advisory Council to advise
Congress on the implementation of the
proposals and recommendations of the
Advisory Council.

The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy Exten-
sion Act of 1997’’.
SEC. 2. FINDING AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that the Advi-
sory Council on California Indian Policy,
pursuant to the Advisory Council on Califor-
nia Indian Policy Act of 1992 (Public Law
102–416; 25 U.S.C. 651 note), submitted its pro-
posals and recommendations regarding reme-
dial measures to address the special status of
California’s terminated and unacknowledged
Indian tribes and the needs of California In-
dians relating to economic self-sufficiency,
health, and education.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
allow the Advisory Council on California In-
dian Policy to advise Congress on the imple-
mentation of such proposals and rec-
ommendations.
SEC. 3. DUTIES OF ADVISORY COUNCIL REGARD-

ING IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOS-
ALS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5 of the Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy Act of
1992 (106 Stat. 2133) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (6), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (7) and
inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) work with Congress, the Secretary,
the Secretary of Health and Human Services,

and the California Indian tribes, to imple-
ment the Council’s proposals and rec-
ommendations contained in the report sub-
mitted made under paragraph (6), including—

‘‘(A) consulting with Federal departments
and agencies to identify those recommenda-
tions that can be implemented immediately,
or in the very near future, and those which
will require long-term changes in law, regu-
lations, or policy;

‘‘(B) working with Federal departments
and agencies to expedite to the greatest ex-
tent possible the implementation of the
Council’s recommendations;

‘‘(C) presenting draft legislation to Con-
gress for implementation of the rec-
ommendations requiring legislative changes;

‘‘(D) initiating discussions with the State
of California and its agencies to identify spe-
cific areas where State actions or tribal-
State cooperation can complement actions
by the Federal Government to implement
specific recommendations;

‘‘(E) providing timely information to and
consulting with California Indian tribes on
discussions between the Council and Federal
and State agencies regarding implementa-
tion of the recommendations; and

‘‘(F) providing annual progress reports to
the Committee on Indian Affairs of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives on the status of
the implementation of the recommenda-
tions.’’

(b) TERMINATION.—The first sentence of
section 8 of the Advisory Council on Califor-
nia Indian Policy Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 2136)
is amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Council
shall cease to exist on March 31, 2000.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
this is a relatively simple bill. It is the
proposed Advisory Council on Califor-
nia Indian Policy Extension Act of
1997, to extend the life of the Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy,
ACCIP, until March 31 of the year 2000.

The ACCIP has issued 8 reports on various
topics as well as an overview of California In-
dian history.

Some of these recommendations by the
ACCIP are controversial and will not be imple-
mented by the Congress. Other recommenda-
tions are too expensive.

However, some of the recommendations in-
cluded in the 8 reports issued make good
sense and should be given full consideration
by the Administration and the Congress.

H.R. 3069 would add additional new duties
to those provided for by Congress when the
ACCIP was created in 1992. These new du-
ties include: Working with Congress to imple-
ment its proposals; consulting with Federal de-
partments to implement its recommendations;
and presenting draft legislation to Congress.

H.R. 3069 is very important to the many In-
dian tribes of California. While I do not agree
with each and every recommendation made
by ACCIP, I think we should move forward in
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the process. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 3069.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to support, H.R. 3069, the Advisory
Council on California Indian Policy Extension
Act of 1977. This bill, introduced by GEORGE
MILLER, the Senior Democrat on the Re-
sources Committee, extends the life of the Ad-
visory Council for an additional two years. The
Advisory Council was created by legislation
sponsored by Congressman MILLER in the
102nd Congress.

The Council was created to specifically pro-
vide Congress with a report setting forth rec-
ommendations for remedial measures to ad-
dress the special problems facing California
Indians and Indian tribes. California Indians
have long suffered the effects of broken trea-
ties and the ill-conceived policy of termination
and are struggling to find ways to improve
education, health care, economic develop-
ment, and housing needs.

Many of these problems are not solvable
overnight. They will require cooperation and
understanding from the federal government,
the state, and between the tribes themselves.
To this end, Congress created the Advisory
Council in 1992 to help Congress sort through
the complex web of problems unique to Cali-
fornia Indians. The Council fulfilled its task in
1997 and provided us with its report and rec-
ommendations. These recommendations deal
with land consolidation, restoration of tribes,
provision of health, education, and social serv-
ices, and responsibility to urban Indians.

Because the Council has acquired consider-
able expertise on these issues in the past four
years, the bill extends its existence an addi-
tional two years so that the Council will be
able to guide Congress in the implementation
of the report’s recommendations.

This makes good sense. We should avail
ourselves of the Council’s great knowledge
that it has accumulated over the past six
years. Their expertise should prove of invalu-
able assistance in helping us draft legislation
to carry forward the recommendations con-
tained in their report. They have lived up to
their end of the bargain. Now it’s time for us
to live up to ours.

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I did not
give special recognition to our Democratic
committee staff for their hard work and profes-
sionalism in the development of this legislation
as it was authored by our senior ranking Dem-
ocrat, the gentleman from California Mr. MIL-
LER. I want to thank our minority staff counsel
Mr. Chris Stearns for the excellent work he
has done on this bill, and also Ms. Jessica
Rae Alcorn. Both native Americans. Mr.
Stearns is a member of the Navajo Nation and
a graduate of Cornell University Law School;
Ms. Alcorn is a member of the Assiniboime
Sioux Nation, a graduate of Brigham Young
University Campus in Hawaii and plans to at-
tend law school this fall.

Mr. Speaker, as I have always said to my
colleagues in the years past and even now—
the salvation of Native American tribes
throughout American lies in education. Mr.

Stearns and Ms. Alcorn are the finest exam-
ples of the young and upcoming generation of
the Native Americans who I am confident will
contribute significantly to the needs of Native
Americans throughout America, and to the
needs of our nation.

Again I thank the gentleman from California
for his leadership and foresight for activation
of this Advisory Council that is sorely needed
to address the needs of some 100 native
American tribes that reside in California.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. MILLER).

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to have brought
this bill to the floor today. My bill ex-
tends by 2 years the life of the Califor-
nia Advisory Council on Indian Policy,
which was created by legislation back
in the 102nd Congress. The bill was
unanimously reported out of the full
Committee on Resources.

The Council was created to provide
us with a report recommending reme-
dial measures to address the special
problems facing California Indians and
Indian tribes. The problems include the
need to restore California’s terminated
tribes’ lost lands, and to provide tools
for economic self-sufficiency, and im-
prove health and educational needs.

Mr. Speaker, I will submit the re-
mainder of my statement for the
RECORD, but I want to thank the chair-
man of the committee for giving the
attention of this committee to this leg-
islation; and I also want to thank the
gentleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) for his attention to
this matter.

The Council has now submitted its report.
Along the way it picked up an inordinate
amount of expertise on these issues and my
bill would give the Council the chance to share
its invaluable knowledge with Congress and
other parties as we move forward to the imple-
mentation phase.

Thus, my bill directs the Council to consult
and work with Congress, the Secretaries of
the Interior and Health and Human Services,
the California Indian tribes, and the State in
expediting the implementation of the rec-
ommendations contained in the Council’s 1997
report.

This is an important measure. There are
over one-hundred tribes in California. Over the
course of history, those tribes lost over eight-
een million acres as a result of eighteen bro-
ken treaties. California Indians own less land,
have less money and funding, and less ac-
cess to health care and education than tribes
in other states. California also has the highest
urban Indian population of any state. Yet the
federal Bureau of Indian Affairs provides serv-
ices to only one-sixth of the Indian population.
California is also one of a handful of states
that was allowed to extend state jurisdiction on
Indian lands. In the 1950s, thirty-eight tribes
were terminated. Fortunately, twenty-seven
have been restored.

Six years ago, I spoke on the floor about
the original legislation that created the Council
and authorized the report. I said that ‘‘this re-
port will provide a blueprint for the future of
California Indians. We will use the rec-

ommendations of the council as we approach
California Indian policy in the 1990s and on
into the next century.’’ That time has come.

And that is why I believe it is important to
continue to rely on the guidance and wisdom
of the Council as we review its recommenda-
tions and fashion legislation that will allow us
to keep many of the promises we have made
to the state’s first citizens. I look forward to a
new era of relations with the California tribes
and urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Speaker, my colleague,
Mr. GIBBONS, and I rise in opposition to H.R.
3069, the Advisory Council on California In-
dian Policy Extension Act. This legislation
would extend the Advisory Council until 2000
and encourage the Council to work with Con-
gress and federal agencies to implement the
proposals of its 1997 report. Although we un-
derstand the need for Native Americans of
California to improve Indian health services,
education and housing programs, we strongly
disagree with some of the provisions included
in the Advisory Council’s initial report.

The Council suggests amendments to the
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act and action by
the Secretary of the Interior to facilitate Indian
gaming operations and circumvent local and
federal regulations in California. The track
record of Indian gaming operations in Califor-
nia has been far from pristine. To encourage
even less regulation and a decreased role of
local governments would not be prudent.

We believe that providing additional federal
funding to this Council, whose legislative rec-
ommendations include a lessening of over-
sight and local involvement, is bad fiscal policy
and poor domestic policy.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3069.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ROGUE RIVER NATIONAL FOREST
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I

move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3796) to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to convey the ad-
ministrative site for the Rogue River
National Forest and use the proceeds
for the construction or improvement of
offices and support buildings for the
Rogue River National Forest and the
Bureau of Land Management.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3796

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DEFINITION.

In this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Agriculture.
SEC. 2. SALE OR EXCHANGE OF ADMINISTRATIVE

SITE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, under

such terms and conditions as the Secretary
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may prescribe, may sell or exchange any or
all right, title, and interest of the United
States in and to the Rogue River National
Forest administrative site depicted on the
map entitled ‘‘Rogue River Administrative
Conveyance’’ dated April 23, 1998, consisting
of approximately 5.1 acres.

(b) EXCHANGE ACQUISITIONS.—The Sec-
retary may provide for the construction of
administrative facilities in exchange for a
conveyance of the administrative site under
subsection (a).

(c) APPLICABLE AUTHORITIES.—Except as
otherwise provided in this Act, any sale or
exchange of an administrative site shall be
subject to the laws (including regulations)
applicable to the conveyance and acquisition
of land for National Forest System purposes.

(d) CASH EQUALIZATION.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary
may accept a cash equalization payment in
excess of 25 percent of the value of an admin-
istrative site in an exchange under sub-
section (a).

(e) SOLICITATIONS OF OFFERS.—In carrying
out this Act, the Secretary may—

(1) use solicitations of offers for sale or ex-
change on such terms and conditions as the
Secretary may prescribe; and

(2) reject any offer if the Secretary deter-
mines that the offer is not adequate or not in
the public interest.
SEC. 3. DISPOSITION OF FUNDS.

The proceeds of a sale or exchange under
section 2 shall be deposited in the fund estab-
lished under Public Law 90–171 (16 U.S.C.
484a) (commonly known as the ‘‘Sisk Act’’)
and shall be available, until expended, for
the construction or improvement of offices
and support buildings for combined use by
the Forest Service for the Rogue River Na-
tional Forest, and by the Bureau of Land
Management.
SEC. 4. REVOCATIONS.

(a) PUBLIC LAND ORDERS.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, to facilitate
the sale or exchange of the administrative
site, public land orders withdrawing the ad-
ministrative site from all forms of appro-
priation under the public land laws are re-
voked for any portion of the administrative
site, upon conveyance of that portion by the
Secretary.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The effective date of
a revocation made by this section shall be
the date of the patent or deed conveying the
administrative site (or portion thereof).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. SMITH) and the gentleman
from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. SMITH of Oregon asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
this is a very simple, straightforward
piece of legislation. It exchanges 5.1
acres of the Rogue River National For-
est maintenance facility in Medford for
an opportunity to collocate offices of
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management.

It is obvious that this collocation is
in good order since both the Forest
Service and the Bureau of Land Man-
agement support this legislation. In ef-
fect, it will save $2.1 million per year
as a result of the collocation.

Mr. Speaker, it came forward to us
unanimously from committee.

I would like to thank my colleagues on the
House Resources Committee for bringing this
legislation to the floor today.

H.R. 3796 provides an excellent example of
how two federal agencies can work together to
better serve the needs of the public. This leg-
islation will allow the Secretary of Agriculture
to sell or exchange the 5.1 acre Rogue River
National Forest maintenance facility in Med-
ford, Oregon and use the proceeds to expand
the BLM office so that the Forest Service and
the BLM can collocate.

For those of you who have not visited the
Second District of Oregon, it may surprise you
to know that well over half of the land in this
large district is owned by the federal govern-
ment. Public lands issues are extremely im-
portant to the people of my district. The peo-
ple of the Second Congressional District work,
live and recreate on this federal land and will
greatly benefit from the ability to address their
public lands needs in one central location.
Currently, the local Forest Service and the
BLM offices in Medford are located across
town from one another. H.R. 3796 will allow
these two agencies to collocate and provide
more efficient service to the general public.

The site this legislation seeks to convey is
the McAndrews Service Center. This facility is
currently being used as an automotive shop,
survey crew headquarters, road maintenance
office and forest-wide support warehouse. This
facility will become surplus to the Forest Serv-
ice’s needs should the two agencies collocate.

Conveyance of this site will allow for im-
provements to the joint Forest Service/BLM
site that will include the addition of 20,000
square feet of office and conference space,
remodeling of the current BLM office so that it
fully complies with the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act, and allow for a 5,300 square foot ad-
dition to the existing warehouse.

H.R. 3796 has the support of the Forest
Service and the BLM and was drafted in re-
sponse to the requests of local agency rep-
resentatives looking to improve service to the
public. The General Services Administration
has also been a participant in discussions re-
lating to collocation efforts and supports this
proposal. The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that the enactment of H.R. 3796 will
result in outlay savings of $2 million in FY
1999, and will have no net effect on federal
spending over the FY 1999–2003 period.

So in closing, I would again like to thank my
colleagues on the House Resources Commit-
tee for bringing this legislation to the floor
today, and encourage my friends here in the
House to support this cost-effective and sen-
sible example of government agencies work-
ing together.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in support of the legislation spon-
sored by the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH), my good friend.

The bill would authorize the U.S.
Forest Service to sell its headquarters
in Medford, Oregon, and dedicate the

proceeds to expansion of offices cur-
rently occupied by the Bureau of Land
Management. The expanded offices will
provide a new home for the Forest
Service.

Mr. Speaker, given the land manage-
ment challenges facing both of these
agencies, it makes sense to encourage
coordination by having them located in
joint offices. The Forest Service has re-
quested the authority set in this bill
and supports its enactment.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the good gen-
tleman from Oregon for his sponsorship
of this bill and for bringing this matter
to the attention of the House. My good
friend also serves as the chairman of
the Committee on Agriculture and as a
senior member of this committee as
well.

I also want to thank the ranking
member of our subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY),
for his assistance in development of
this bill; and our professional staff
counsel, Mr. Jeff Petrich, for his pro-
fessional contributions in the develop-
ment of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to thank my friend very much for
his positive statement and his assist-
ance on this important piece of legisla-
tion.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, first, I
would like to recognize Representative BOB
SMITH for the excellent work he put forth in the
development of this bill. H.R. 3796 is a
straight-forward bill that provides for the con-
veyance of a work center on the Rogue River
National Forest in exchange for facility im-
provements at the Medford Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) office in order to facilitate
collocation of the two offices.

The McAndrews Service Center is currently
owned and operated by the Rogue River Na-
tional Forest. The fair market compensation
received through the sale or exchange of this
center would be authorized to be used for the
construction or improvement of offices that the
Rogue River National Forest will share with
the Medford District Office of the BLM. This
would be done in a manner consistent with all
applicable laws.

The Forest Service and the BLM in Medford
have been working cooperatively for many
years. This cooperative relationship has re-
sulted in improved customer service and con-
solidation of office space will provide further
efficiencies and improvements in public serv-
ice.

This excellent bill is a bipartisan effort and
has the support of the Administration. I urge
my colleagues to support H.R. 3796.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3796.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rials on the two bills just passed, H.R.
3069 and H.R. 3796.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oregon?

There was no objection.
f

NATIONAL DROUGHT POLICY ACT
OF 1998

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3035) to establish an advisory
commission to provide advice and rec-
ommendations on the creation of an in-
tegrated, coordinated Federal policy
designed to prepare for and respond to
serious drought emergencies, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3035

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Drought Policy Act of 1998’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the United States often suffers serious eco-

nomic and environmental losses from severe re-
gional droughts and there is no coordinated
Federal strategy to respond to such emergencies;

(2) at the Federal level, even though histori-
cally there have been frequent, significant
droughts of national consequences, drought is
addressed mainly through special legislation
and ad hoc action rather than through a sys-
tematic and permanent process as occurs with
other natural disasters;

(3) there is an increasing need, particularly at
the Federal level, to emphasize preparedness,
mitigation, and risk management (rather than
simply crisis management) when addressing
drought and other natural disasters or emer-
gencies;

(4) several Federal agencies have a role in
drought from predicting, forecasting, and mon-
itoring of drought conditions to the provision of
planning, technical, and financial assistance;

(5) there is no single Federal agency in a lead
or coordinating role with regard to drought;

(6) State, local, and tribal governments have
had to deal individually and separately with
each Federal agency involved in drought assist-
ance; and

(7) the President should appoint an advisory
commission to provide advice and recommenda-
tions on the creation of an integrated, coordi-
nated Federal policy designed to prepare for,
mitigate the impacts of, respond to, and recover
from serious drought emergencies.
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
commission to be known as the National
Drought Policy Commission (hereinafter in this
Act referred to as the ‘‘Commission’’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be

composed of 16 members. The members of the
Commission shall include—

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture, or the des-
ignee of the Secretary, who shall chair the Com-
mission;

(B) the Secretary of the Interior, or the des-
ignee of the Secretary;

(C) the Secretary of the Army, or the designee
of the Secretary;

(D) the Secretary of Commerce, or the des-
ignee of the Secretary;

(E) the Director of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, or the designee of the Di-
rector;

(F) the Administrator of the Small Business
Administration, or the designee of the Adminis-
trator;

(G) two persons nominated by the National
Governors’ Association and appointed by the
President, of whom—

(i) one shall be the governor of a State east of
the Mississippi River; and

(ii) one shall be a governor of a State west of
the Mississippi River;

(H) a person nominated by the National Asso-
ciation of Counties and appointed by the Presi-
dent;

(I) a person nominated by the United States
Conference of Mayors and appointed by the
President; and

(J) six persons, appointed by the Secretary of
Agriculture in coordination with the Secretary
of the Interior and the Secretary of the Army,
who shall be representative of groups acutely
affected by drought emergencies, such as the ag-
ricultural production community, the credit
community, rural and urban water associations,
Native Americans, and fishing and environ-
mental interests.

(2) DATE.—The appointments of the members
of the Commission shall be made no later than
60 days after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(c) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT; VACANCIES.—
Members shall be appointed for the life of the
Commission. Any vacancy in the Commission
shall not affect its powers, but shall be filled in
the same manner as the original appointment.

(d) INITIAL MEETING.—No later than 30 days
after the date on which all members of the Com-
mission have been appointed, the Commission
shall hold its first meeting.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet at
the call of the chair.

(f) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of
the Commission shall constitute a quorum, but a
lesser number of members may hold hearings.

(g) VICE CHAIR.—The Commission shall select
a vice chair from among the members who are
not Federal officers or employees.
SEC. 4. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) STUDY AND REPORT.—The Commission
shall conduct a thorough study and submit a re-
port on national drought policy in accordance
with this section.

(b) CONTENT OF STUDY AND REPORT.—In con-
ducting the study and report, the Commission
shall—

(1) determine, in consultation with the Na-
tional Drought Mitigation Center in Lincoln,
Nebraska, and other appropriate entities, what
needs exist on the Federal, State, local, and
tribal levels to prepare for and respond to
drought emergencies;

(2) review all existing Federal laws and pro-
grams relating to drought;

(3) review State, local, and tribal laws and
programs relating to drought that the Commis-
sion finds pertinent;

(4) determine what differences exist between
the needs of those affected by drought and the
Federal laws and programs designed to mitigate
the impacts of and respond to drought;

(5) collaborate with the Western Drought Co-
ordination Council and other appropriate enti-
ties in order to consider regional drought initia-
tives and the application of such initiatives at
the national level;

(6) make recommendations on how Federal
drought laws and programs can be better inte-
grated with ongoing State, local, and tribal pro-
grams into a comprehensive national policy to

mitigate the impacts of and respond to drought
emergencies without diminishing the rights of
States to control water through State law and
considering the need for protection of the envi-
ronment;

(7) make recommendations on improving pub-
lic awareness of the need for drought mitiga-
tion, prevention, and response and on develop-
ing a coordinated approach to drought mitiga-
tion, prevention, and response by governmental
and nongovernmental entities, including aca-
demic, private, and nonprofit interests; and

(8) include a recommendation on whether all
Federal drought preparation and response pro-
grams should be consolidated under one existing
Federal agency and, if so, identify such agency.

(c) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—No later than 18 months

after the date of the enactment of this Act, the
Commission shall submit a report to the Presi-
dent and Congress which shall contain a de-
tailed statement of the findings and conclusions
of the Commission, together with its rec-
ommendations for such legislation and adminis-
trative actions as it considers appropriate.

(2) APPROVAL OF REPORT.—Before submission
of the report, the contents of the report shall be
approved by unanimous consent or majority
vote. If the report is approved by majority vote,
members voting not to approve the contents
shall be given the opportunity to submit dissent-
ing views with the report.
SEC. 5. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Commission may hold
such hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive such
evidence as the Commission considers necessary
to carry out the purposes of this Act.

(b) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—
The Commission may secure directly from any
Federal department or agency such information
as the Commission considers necessary to carry
out the provisions of this Act. Upon request of
the chair of the Commission, the head of such
department or agency shall furnish such infor-
mation to the Commission.

(c) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Commission may
use the United States mails in the same manner
and under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the Federal Government.

(d) GIFTS.—The Commission may accept, use,
and dispose of gifts or donations of services or
property.
SEC. 6. COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each mem-
ber of the Commission who is not an officer or
employee of the Federal Government shall not
be compensated for service on the Commission,
except as provided under subsection (b). All
members of the Commission who are officers or
employees of the United States shall serve with-
out compensation in addition to that received
for their services as officers or employees of the
United States.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the
Commission shall be allowed travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at rates
authorized for employees of agencies under sub-
chapter I of chapter 57 of title 5, United States
Code, while away from their homes or regular
places of business in the performance of services
for the Commission.

(c) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—Any
Federal Government employee may be detailed
to the Commission without reimbursement, and
such detail shall be without interruption or loss
of civil service status or privilege.

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Secretary
of Agriculture shall provide all financial, ad-
ministrative, and staff support services for the
Commission.
SEC. 7. TERMINATION OF THE COMMISSION.

The Commission shall terminate 90 days after
the date on which the Commission submits its
report under section 4.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
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New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BOR-
SKI) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT).

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This important, noncontroversial
legislation establishes a 16-member
commission to report to Congress and
the President on the development of an
integrated and coordinated approach to
drought. H.R. 3035 is broadly supported
by, among others, the National Gov-
ernors’ Association, the Western Gov-
ernors’ Association, and the National
Emergency Management Association.

For too long, the Nation has lacked a
proactive, coordinated approach to
drought, instead relying on crisis man-
agement. The result has been enormous
damage and suffering equal to or great-
er than other forms of natural disas-
ters. For example, the total economic
losses to agriculture, energy, transpor-
tation and recreation tourism associ-
ated with the 1988 drought have been
estimated at $40 billion.

In response, the gentleman from New
Mexico (Mr. JOSEPH SKEEN) introduced
H.R. 3035, which is companion legisla-
tion to S. 222, introduced by Senator
PETE DOMENICI. The bill before us will
help foster an integrated approach em-
phasizing prevention and mitigation.

Let me thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. BUD SHUSTER), the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. JIM
OBERSTAR), and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. BOB BORSKI) for
their efforts in moving H.R. 3035
through the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure and the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and the
Environment.

I also appreciate the cooperation of
the Committee on Resources and the
Committee on Agriculture, particu-
larly their respective chairmen, the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. DON
YOUNG) and the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BOB SMITH). Thanks to their ef-
forts, and the assistance of their staffs,
we are able to bring this important leg-
islation to the floor today.

Most importantly, Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. JOSEPH SKEEN) and
Senator PETE DOMENICI for champion-
ing H.R. 3035 and S. 222 through the
Congress. After our hearing, the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and the
Environment, of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure,
made very few changes to H.R. 3035.
These revisions, now incorporated into
the bill, respond to suggestions by the
administration, FEMA, the Corps of
Engineers, and various Members. Areas
of primary emphasis are disaster miti-
gation, environmental values and na-
tional or regional representation.

b 1600
A more detailed discussion of the bill

is contained in the committee’s report,
House Report 105–554.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 3035. This legislation can

and should be enacted into law in the
coming weeks.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BORSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, let me
join with the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GOODLING), my distinguished
subcommittee chairman in support of
H.R. 3035, the National Drought Policy
Act of 1998.

Drought is one of the most subtle
natural disasters the Nation faces.
When a flood, earthquake, tornado, or
hurricane strikes, the timing and mag-
nitude of the event are readily appar-
ent. Yet, when drought strikes, a re-
gion may be months or even years into
it before it is apparent that the
drought conditions exist. By then it
may be too late to undertake the kind
of careful advance planning and re-
sponse that are necessary to minimize
adverse impacts to communities, busi-
ness, agriculture, and the environment.

While the origin of this bill is
drought issues in the western states,
drought is no stranger to any portion
of the country. Severe drought can
arise in any region, and the harm that
results to the citizens and the economy
and environment is just as devastating.
Therefore, the commission to be estab-
lished under this bill should have a na-
tional focus, recognizing regional vari-
ations. There are no one-size-fits-all
solutions to drought, but the basic
need for preparedness, mitigation and
response affects all areas of the coun-
try.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the
changes to H.R. 3035 adopted by the
Committee improved the bill by em-
phasizing the natural effects of drought
and the need for preparedness, mitiga-
tion and risk management relative to
drought. I also strongly support that
the commission accommodate the in-
terests of urban water users. In times
of scarce resources, urban and rural in-
terests must work together for the
common good.

I am also pleased that the commis-
sion will specifically consider the need
for protection of the environment. Too
often, the last area afforded protection
in times of drought is the aquatic eco-
system, and too often the interests
least well represent or capable of pro-
tecting their interest at time of
drought are aquatic species.

By placing representatives of fishing
and environmental interests on the
commission, instream interests will be
represented in the deliberations and af-
forded an opportunity to shape the rec-
ommendations.

Mr. Speaker, some have suggested
and recommended adding the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to the com-
mission, and this bill does not do that.
However, I hope that the commission
remains open to input from EPA, the
Fish and Wildlife Service, and other in-

terests which seek to protect the envi-
ronment. For the commission’s rec-
ommendations to be effective in shap-
ing Federal drought policy, the rec-
ommendations must be balanced with
all perspectives adequately considered
and reflected.

Again, Mr. Speaker, let me once
again voice my support for the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 3035, the Na-
tional Drought Policy Act. I thank the
gentleman from New York for yielding
me the time. I thank the bill’s man-
agers on the other side of the aisle and
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) and others who brought us this
legislation.

This important legislation, as men-
tioned, establishes an advisory com-
mission to provide advice and rec-
ommendations on the creation of inte-
grated and coordinated Federal policy
designed to prepare for and respond to
serious drought emergencies. Drought
is one of the most complex and dev-
astating natural disasters. Yet, it is
also one of the least understood.

Droughts cost the United States an
average of $6 to $8 billion per year and
cause serious environmental and social
problems. Too often, the response to
droughts is fragmented and it often
comes too late. Once a drought hits,
the options become much more lim-
ited. There is a clear need to plan
ahead.

The National Drought Policy Act
seeks to address the current short-
comings by encouraging a proactive
rather than a reactive approach to
drought. The commission created by
the bill would work to develop a com-
prehensive and coordinated Federal
policy so that the Nation is prepared
for upcoming droughts. The commis-
sion would also make recommenda-
tions on the best way to integrate Fed-
eral drought laws and programs with
those of the state, local, and tribal
level; and I think that is probably the
most important responsibility.

I would like to take this opportunity
to acknowledge the outstanding work
by the National Drought Mitigation
Center at the University of Nebraska
Lincoln. The Center, founded in 1995,
stresses drought prevention and risk
management. The National Drought
Policy Act would greatly assist the
Center in its efforts to develop a com-
prehensive program designed to reduce
vulnerability to drought by promoting
the development and implementation
of appropriate mitigation policies. The
Center is focused on the Great Plains,
but its work has advantages for many
parts of the country.

As I looked at some of the things the
university is doing, I realize they have
gone a long way now to help develop
plants that are drought resistant or at
least that do not suffer so greatly from
the stress of drought.
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Mr. Speaker, development of a Na-

tional Drought Policy Act is long over-
due. I am pleased that H.R. 3035 ad-
dresses this problem and urge my col-
leagues to support the legislation.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, let the
RECORD note that the author of the bill
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) is chairing a subcommittee
meeting with the Committee on Appro-
priations and is not able to be here
with us today.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of H.R. 3035 which would es-
tablish an advisory commission to provide ad-
vice and recommendations to help create a
coordinated federal drought mitigation and re-
sponse policy. Currently, droughts tend to re-
ceive minimal advance attention and are pri-
marily addressed ad hoc in a crisis manage-
ment mode.

The commission established by the bill
would recommend ways to coordinate the nu-
merous federal agencies that have a role in
droughts. It would also help ensure that fed-
eral efforts would compliment state and local
programs without diminishing state water
rights or environmental protection.

H.R. 3035 builds upon the recent work of
the Western Water Policy Review Advisory
Commission and the Western Governors’ As-
sociation. Both organizations have rec-
ommended the creation of an interagency task
force to develop an integrated national drought
policy plan that emphasizes risk-management.

I appreciate the efforts of my colleagues on
the Transportation and Infrastructure Commit-
tee, and I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, having
no further requests for time, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3035, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to provide extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 3035.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
f

URGING CONGRESS AND PRESI-
DENT TO FULLY FUND GOVERN-
MENT’S OBLIGATION UNDER IN-
DIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES
EDUCATION ACT
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I move

to suspend the rules and agree to the

resolution ( H. Res. 399) urging the
Congress and the President to work to
fully fund the Federal Government’s
obligation under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 399

Whereas Pennsylvania Association for Re-
tarded Children v. Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, 334 F. Supp. 1247 (E. Dist. Pa. 1971),
and Mills v. Board of Education of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 348 F. Supp. 866 (Dist. D.
C. 1972), found that children with disabilities
are guaranteed an equal opportunity to an
education under the 14th amendment to the
Constitution;

Whereas the Congress responded to these
court decisions by passing the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (en-
acted as Public Law 94–142), now known as
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.), to ensure a free,
appropriate public education for children
with disabilities;

Whereas the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act provides that the Federal,
State, and local governments are to share in
the expense of educating children with dis-
abilities and authorizes the Federal Govern-
ment to pay up to 40 percent of the national
average per pupil expenditure for children
with disabilities;

Whereas the Federal Government has pro-
vided only 7, 9, and 11 percent of the maxi-
mum State grant allocation for educating
children with disabilities under the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act in the
last 3 years, respectively;

Whereas the national average cost of edu-
cating a special education student ($12,002) is
more than twice the national average per
pupil cost ($5,955);

Whereas research indicates that children
who are effectively taught, including effec-
tive instruction aimed at acquiring literacy
skills, and who receive positive early inter-
ventions demonstrate academic progress,
and are significantly less likely to be re-
ferred to special education;

Whereas, if the appropriation for part B of
the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act (20 U.S.C. 1411 et seq.) exceeds
$4,100,000,000 for a fiscal year, a local edu-
cational agency may reduce its local spend-
ing on special education for such fiscal year
by an amount equal to 20 percent of the
amount that exceeds the prior year’s appro-
priation so long as the local educational
agency is not failing to comply with the re-
quirements of part B of such Act, as deter-
mined by the State educational agency;

Whereas the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act has been successful in achiev-
ing significant increases in the number of
children with disabilities who receive a free,
appropriate public education; and

Whereas the current level of Federal fund-
ing to States and localities under the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act is
contrary to the goal of ensuring that chil-
dren with disabilities receive a quality edu-
cation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives urges the Congress and the President,
working within the constraints of the bal-
anced budget agreement, to give programs
under the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) higher pri-
ority among Federal education programs by
working to fund the maximum State grant
allocation for educating children with dis-
abilities under such Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and the

gentleman from California (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The Committee will now consider H.
Res. 399, a resolution urging the Con-
gress and the President to fully fund
the Federal Government’s responsibil-
ity under the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act. This resolution
was introduced by the gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. BASS) and I am
pleased to be an original cosponsor.

I would like to start out by recogniz-
ing the efforts of my friend and col-
league the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GREENWOOD). He has been a
leader in helping move this resolution
through our committee in a bipartisan
manner. He has been a strong voice for
providing fiscal relief to local commu-
nities, which not only pay their share
of special education costs but most of
the Federal share as well.

For those who may not be aware, in
1975, when the original legislation was
passed, the Congress of the United
States indicated that over several
years they would fund 40 percent of the
excess costs for special education. Up
until 3 years ago, they were funding
about 6 percent. I am happy to say that
we got about a 77-percent increase in
the last 3 years. But it is still a long,
long way from the 40 percent that was
promised for the excess costs of educat-
ing a special education child.

This unpaid Federal share means
that the local school district has to do
the funding. It also then means that
the local school district has to take
that money from all other programs in
order to fund our share of special edu-
cation. In many districts that is 55 per-
cent of their entire budget. And so, I
am hoping that we will continue the
trend that we have had in the last 3
years.

Unfortunately, when the President
sent up his budget, he level funded spe-
cial education. But what level-funding
really means is a dramatic cut. Be-
cause if you consider inflation and
then, above all, consider the new chil-
dren who will be coming into special
education through increased enroll-
ment, it means that we are going to
fall way short if we would follow his
budget.

I am hoping that with the program
that came from my committee, dealing
with literacy, with family literacy par-
ticularly, that in the long run we can
find a way to eliminate an awful lot of
people from ever getting into special
education. Because, unfortunately,
many of our special education students
today are there simply because they
have a reading difficulty. There is no
reason for that to happen.

We know now that most youngsters
can learn to read. With the family lit-
eracy program that we are including in
our legislative initiative from our com-
mittee, hopefully we can eliminate an
awful lot who would normally fall into
special education.
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But now is the time where we thank

Mrs. MCCARTHY, who testified with the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS) at our hearing on this a few
weeks ago. I look forward to bipartisan
effort to make sure that we eventually
get to that 40 percent of excess cost
coming from the Federal Government.

This year we should be able to get,
for the first time ever, at the level
where the local schools will be able to
reduce their spending on special edu-
cation. When we meet that magic fig-
ure, and this year I believe we need $300
million to get to that figure, they then
can, for the first time, reduce their
spending on special education. It does
not, however, allow the state to reduce
their spending on special education.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to start out by saying that I
am pleased to rise in strong support of
this resolution which is before the
House. H.Res. 399 is a truly bipartisan
bill and should meet with the approval
of Members from both sides of the
aisle.

The chairman a moment ago was I
think commendable in commending
the Members on his side of the aisle
that worked very hard for this. But I
do not think it is any secret that there
is no one that has worked harder for
the full funding of IDEA than the
chairman himself, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING).

Mr. Speaker, full funding of IDEA is
a goal which has been around with us
for a long time. It has the strong sup-
port of all Members in this body. As
many Members here know, presently
the Federal Government provides only
11 percent of the excess cost of educat-
ing a child with disability.

The goal that we set for ourselves, as
the chairman has alluded to in 1979, in
1975, when Congress first passed IDEA’s
predecessor, the education for all
handicapped children, it was to provide
40 of the excess cost of educating a
child with disability. Unfortunately,
Congress has been unable to meet this
goal despite the hard work of many
Members from both sides of the aisle.

With this goal in mind, I believe the
strong statements that this resolution
make is vitally important. Clearly, the
needs of children with disabilities and
the costs associated with ensuring that
they receive a free and appropriate
public education are important factors
in determining if we are to have a soci-
ety where all those with disabilities
and those without have a chance to
succeed and become economically con-
tributing adults.

In closing, I want to salute the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) again, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RIGGS) and along with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREENWOOD) for their long-standing ef-
forts to increase funding for this very
important bill and for the valuable
work during the committee process.

I also want to thank especially the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GREENWOOD) for his hard work on fash-
ioning the resolution, which I believe
gained bipartisan support. I urge all
Members support this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS) the author of the resolution.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in very
strong support of House Resolution 399,
a resolution that would make the full
funding of special education a high pri-
ority of this Congress.

I want to thank the distinguished
chairman and gentleman from Califor-
nia for making this a truly bipartisan
resolution.
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The idea came to me as I listened to
the State of the Union address in Janu-
ary that the President delivered, and
he talked about the importance of edu-
cation. And as one who comes from a
State like New Hampshire which de-
pends on funding for education, 98 per-
cent of the funding coming from the
property tax base at the local level,
nothing hits the property taxpayers
worse in New Hampshire than special
education. It really should not be that
way, because special education origi-
nally was mandated to be paid for at
the rate of approximately 40 percent.

As we heard the chairman and the
ranking member mention in their
speeches, that has been chronically un-
derfunded. Indeed, funding of special
education has been the mother of all
unfunded mandates of this government
for the last 25 years. I think this reso-
lution is way overdue and it should be
passed today.

Let me just point out that in some
towns in my State, special education
costs make up half of the entire edu-
cation budget for a given town. This
puts pressure on school district admin-
istrators, on students, and perhaps
most unfortunately on the parents of
developmentally disabled students in a
small community.

I believe that as Congress sets its pri-
orities for new education spending,
that fully funding the existing man-
dates that we have outstanding today
should come ahead of new education
funding for new programs in education.
Fully funding special education in New
Hampshire alone would increase fund-
ing from $17 million a year to $68 mil-
lion a year. That, Mr. Speaker, would
make a significant impact on the whole
education picture in New Hampshire. I
am sure the same is true in every other
State in the country.

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that today the
House will pass this resolution which
has been introduced by me, supported
by the committee, amended to make it
as bipartisan as possible, because we
all recognize the importance of special
education firstly; and, secondly, the
importance of fully funding the Fed-

eral Government’s commitment to this
important program.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT)
who is a strong, strong supporter of ev-
erything that benefits all the young
people of our country.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, as one of the strong
supporters of IDEA, I am pleased to
support this resolution. I want to
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the gentleman
from California (Mr. RIGGS), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ), the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. CLAY), the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS) for working on this resolution.
The Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act represents this country’s
commitment to ensure that all chil-
dren, including children with disabil-
ities, are entitled to a free and appro-
priate public education. I support IDEA
and I support more funding for this
program. This resolution, unfortu-
nately, does not include two provisions
that I think need to be addressed. Al-
though I support the resolution and
will vote for it, I wish that it could
have addressed two issues.

The most important principle miss-
ing in the resolution is that we should
not take away from other educational
programs in order to fully fund IDEA.
The needs of our public schools remain
high and we should not rob Peter to
pay Paul. In the past, we have seen ef-
forts to shift funding from other edu-
cational accounts to IDEA without
changing the bottom line.

The second principle missing from
the resolution is that we should urge
the localities once the $4.1 billion ap-
propriation mark is triggered to spend
their 20 percent of relief on education.
Under current law, localities may use
20 percent of any increase in IDEA
funding above the trigger to offset
their current effort on special edu-
cation. However, this relief can be used
for roads, jails, tax relief and so forth.
There is no guarantee that any of the
local offset would be used to recycle
the money to other educational pro-
grams.

Even more of a concern is that trans-
ferring funds from other Federal edu-
cation programs to increase funding for
IDEA could actually result in a net re-
duction in total spending for elemen-
tary and secondary education. If we
pursue a strategy of reducing the fund-
ing of other education programs to
fully fund IDEA, we will risk a 20 per-
cent net reduction in our investment in
elementary and secondary education
programs at the expense of children,
both disabled and nondisabled, that
these programs serve.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the
bipartisan resolution and hope that we
can continue a bipartisan effort to
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fully fund IDEA without jeopardizing
our investment in other educational
programs.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON), one of my great
subcommittee chairmen.

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H.Res. 399 which calls upon
Congress and the President to fulfill
our commitment to some of our Na-
tion’s neediest children, those with dis-
abilities.

For too long, Washington has shirked
its responsibility to provide our local
school districts with the funds nec-
essary to carry out the expensive man-
date created with the enactment of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act.

In my home State of California, the
cost of educating an estimated 610,000
children with disabilities is a stagger-
ing $3.3 billion. But the Federal Gov-
ernment contributes only $413 million,
which translates to only 12.5 percent of
the total cost. This, after saying that
they would fund 40 percent of the cost.

Even more alarming is the impact of
this Federal mandate on our local
school districts. For example, the Fed-
eral Government picks up only 5 per-
cent of the estimated $7.6 million price
tag for educating the nearly 1,200 chil-
dren in the William S. Hart High
School District, the district I served on
the local school board in my congres-
sional district.

To make matters worse, the Presi-
dent level-funded IDEA in his fiscal
year 1999 budget while calling for $20
billion to fund a laundry list of new
Federal education pet projects.

If the President would first fund the
special education mandate, which was
the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment years ago when this bill was
passed, our communities would have
the funds to do the things the Presi-
dent proposes, such as building new
schools, hiring more teachers, reducing
class size and buying more computers.
I say the first thing that we should do
is fully fund the IDEA bill, and I urge
my colleagues to support this resolu-
tion.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), the gen-
tleman who helped shepherd the bill
through the committee.

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting that
here in Washington sometimes edu-
cation becomes a subject of con-
troversy, when most Americans would
look at us as politicians and say, what
could be controversial about education.

We all know that there is nothing
more important in the world than that
our precious children receive the best
education that they can so that they
can make the most of themselves in

every way and that we can compete as
a nation against every other country in
the world as they educate their chil-
dren.

Of even less controversy, if that is
possible, is the notion that children
who have particular challenges, wheth-
er they are children with mental retar-
dation or they have social or emotional
problems, whether they have learning
disabilities, speech impediments, what
have you, that we as a society want to
go overboard and do more for those
kids than we do for other kids, if that
is possible, because of the challenges
that face them. None of that is con-
troversial. We are all in support of
that. What does get controversial is
when we talk about whether it is the
Federal responsibility or the State re-
sponsibility or the local responsibility
to support certain aspects of education,
and that is in fact very controversial.

Most Republicans feel very strongly
that the States should determine the
curriculum, should determine the ba-
sics of education and that the localities
should run the schools and make the
decisions about hiring and firing and
how they want to run their local school
districts. But the President has pro-
posed Federal responsibilities that
would be new. He has proposed that the
Federal Government get involved in
school construction, that the Federal
Government get involved in hiring
teachers.

Back to what is not controversial,
IDEA is not controversial. The Con-
gress 23 years ago said we have got to
give these kids everything we can give
them, the school districts are man-
dated to do that, and just last year, I
believe it was, we reauthorized IDEA, I
think with maybe one negative vote, if
not unanimously, I think it was one
negative vote out of 435 of us. This pro-
posal, the Bass proposal, says let us put
all the controversy aside and let us do
what we agree on, let us finally fully
fund special education, take this enor-
mous burden that we have imposed on
the States and shoulder our fair share
as the Congress, and then the beautiful
part of it is that every school district
in America, so relieved of this burden-
some Federal responsibility, has the
opportunity to make a specific local
decision what to do with the money it
would have otherwise had to dedicate
to special education and if they need a
new roof, put a new roof on; if they
need to hire new teachers, do that; if
they need computers, do that.

This, I think, is a complete win-win
proposal, that we help the kids in
America who need special education,
who need special attention, help them
the most and then at the same time
free up every locality, every local
school district in the country to then
tailor-fit its budget to its particular
needs.

I urge support of the Bass resolution.
Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I want to respond to the

gentleman from Pennsylvania who just

spoke. I want to make it very clear
here why the Federal Government is
involved in this. I do not think the
Federal Government has ever in any of
the legislation we have passed tried to
set curriculum for local schools. In
fact, we very much have stayed away
from that.

The fact is that local schools and
local school districts were not educat-
ing these disabled children. There was
a court case that went to the Supreme
Court, where the Supreme Court found
that there were millions of young chil-
dren throughout this country that were
disabled who were not receiving a vital
education; more importantly even un-
equal education. They were being
pushed into back rooms and basement
classrooms, sometimes not even being
dealt with at all. As a result, the court
found that these children were entitled
to a full and meaningful education.

And so then Congress acted, because
the local districts and school districts
would not. But they did not set any
curriculum. What they did was tell the
local schools that they would have to
educate these children. But in doing so,
they recognized one of the main rea-
sons why a lot of these local school dis-
tricts and local jurisdictions did not
educate these young people was be-
cause it was much more costly to edu-
cate them.

The Federal Government, in rec-
ognizing that it was much more costly
to educate them, then developed the
idea that there was a certain burden, a
responsibility, you might say, that the
Federal Government had, not putting a
burden on the local school district
other than that they were mandated by
the Supreme Court action that they
had to educate these children. That
was the burden, not what the Federal
Government did. The Federal Govern-
ment then decided that they would
fund 40 percent of this.

Now that becomes the crux of the sit-
uation we are in today and why we
need legislation that decries the lack
of funding on the part of the Federal
Government for this particular pro-
gram. We are only trying to get to that
40 percent that was initially agreed to
that has never been attained, and, as
many of the speakers here today have
said, there has only been 11 percent
ever reached in totality for that fund-
ing; I think that that is why we are
here today.

But I want to make it very clear, the
Federal Government is trying to allevi-
ate, or we as Members of Congress
through this resolution are trying to
alleviate a problem that was created
basically initially by the lack of edu-
cation of these young people in those
local districts.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Kan-
sas (Mr. SNOWBARGER).

Mr. SNOWBARGER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my

strong support for House Resolution
399. I am pleased to be an original co-
sponsor of this responsible legislation.
In 1973, Congress created the original
special education program that man-
dated States to provide equal edu-
cation for all students. Congress then
pledged to pay 40 percent of the in-
creased costs incurred for complying
with this new Federal law and prompt-
ly reneged on its end of the bargain.

Since the inception of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act more
than 20 years ago, Congress has paid for
less than 10 percent of the costs we
promised we would assume. It is high
time for Congress to correct this prob-
lem and ease the burden this mandate
places on States and local school
boards.

b 1630

Over the past 20 plus years more than
$115 billion should have been provided
to the local schools to pay for this un-
funded mandate. This $115 billion
would have provided necessary funds to
cover increased special education costs
and would have allowed our locally-
elected school board members to direct
their State and local funding to pay for
local priorities instead of unfunded fed-
eral mandates.

While I cannot do anything to re-
verse decisions made before I became a
Member of this body, I believe we now
have the opportunity to act respon-
sibly to remedy this negligence. The
failure of Congress to live up to our end
of the bargain is a disgrace. Passage of
this legislation is a good start toward
correcting this problem.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support House Resolution 399.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. RIGGS), another one of
our subcommittee chairs.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Pennsylvania for
yielding this time to me, and I want to
join the gentleman and several other
colleagues in rising to support this im-
portant resolution that is more than
symbolism. It is critically needed and,
I think, very urgent legislation, and I
want to salute my good friend, class-
mate of sorts, the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. BASS) for his leader-
ship on this particular issue.

I can tell my colleagues that as one
of the principal authors of last year’s
IDEA, the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act legislation, the so-
called IDEA amendments of 1997, that I
believe that this resolution, the Bass
resolution, is the next logical step in
fulfilling the promise of these amend-
ments which were intended to improve
the educational opportunity and the
educational outcomes for children with
disabilities, and I regret to say, be-
cause this legislation is very much bi-
partisan in nature, it was approved and
advanced to the committee process on
a voice-vote basis beginning in the sub-
committee that I chaired, that I just

regret that this legislation is at least
necessitated in part because of the
President’s budget proposal to the Con-
gress to level fund the IDEA program
at a rate that I do not think will keep
pace with inflation. And not wanting
to read too much into the President’s
budget proposal, but I have to wonder
how he can justify level funding or
nominal increase in funding for IDEA
on the one hand with his proposal for a
host of new programs, additional cat-
egorical programs funded by Federal
taxpayers on the other hand, particu-
larly when the latter, the proposal for
all these new programs, and I know
they all sound well, and I am sure they
have all been focused grouped and that
they are in part politically or poll driv-
en, but that proposal assumes this
windfall of Federal revenue resulting
from settlement of the tobacco class
action litigation, and I do not think
that there is any Member in this body
who can really make that assumption
because that legislation at the present
time is obviously problematical.

But back on the point, IDEA works.
It is not some new untested program
like so many of the ones that the
President has proposed. As the gen-
tleman has pointed out, since IDEA
was enacted in 1975 the number of chil-
dren with disabilities who have gone on
to college has tripled, and the unem-
ployment rate for individuals with dis-
abilities who are now in their 20s is al-
most half that of other individuals who
do not benefit from IDEA.

Other speakers have testified about
the fact that IDEA remains a largely
underfunded federal mandate, sort of
the mother, if my colleagues will, of all
unfunded mandates imposed by the
Congress on state and local educational
agencies, and we need to address that
problem, and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) spoke of the trigger
or threshold of 4.1 billion, and that fig-
ure is reachable this year, and it would
in turn free up local and State edu-
cation funding for other worthwhile ac-
tivities.

So I say let us support the Bass reso-
lution, let us make good on that long
overdue promise to State and local
educational agencies. Let us tell the
President, no, we will not turn back on
school children with disabilities, and
we will not leave local taxpayers to
foot the bill for special education.

Support the Bass resolution. Make
IDEA funding a top and not the top pri-
ority for education.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First of all, I am proud to say that
Pennsylvania was ahead of the Federal
Government when it came to IDEA.
However, that too was a court decision,
before they got around to making that
decision on the Federal level. But for 20
years I sat in the minority asking the
majority both in the Committee on
Education and Labor and on the Com-
mittee on the Budget along with the

gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE)
to please fund the 40 percent promised.
We’ve got to make sure we understand
we are talking about the 40 percent of
excess costs. We are not talking about
40 percent of the costs for special edu-
cation. We are talking about 40 percent
of the excess costs to educate a special
education student in relationship to a
student in general education. It is the
only curriculum mandate from the
Federal level. It is important that ev-
erybody out there listening under-
stands that, because we get blamed for
every curriculum problem that they
may have in a local district. The only
federal mandate as far as curriculum is
concerned is special education.

I told the President on several occa-
sions that if he wants a legacy—if he
wants a positive legacy in education—
the way to get it is to make sure that
he works with us to fully fund that 40
percent of excess costs.

I am happy to say that we are here in
a bipartisan effort. Everybody wants to
make sure that we not only help the
special education child. What I do not
want to see happen, and what is begin-
ning to happen because parents of stu-
dents that are not in special education
are beginning to say ‘‘Where is our
money going that we want for this and
that?’’ The school district has to say,
‘‘Well, we have to fund what the Fed-
eral Government mandated.’’ So it is a
bipartisan effort to make sure that we
carry our share of the special edu-
cation financial burden. I am happy to
support Congressman BASS’ resolution,
I would hope that we could get a hun-
dred percent of the entire Congress
supporting this resolution, since it is a
bipartisan effort.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H. Res. 399, a resolution
urging Congress and the President to fully
fund the Individuals with Disabilities Act, or
IDEA. I want to commend the gentleman from
New Hampshire, Mr. BASS, for all his hard
work and efforts in bringing this important res-
olution to the floor today.

In 1975, when Congress passed the original
IDEA bill, it made an historic commitment to
support children and families with special edu-
cation needs. At that time, Congress also
committed the Federal government to provid-
ing 40 percent of the funding for the IDEA
mandates on local communities. Today, the
Federal government provides a mere 9 per-
cent of the necessary funding. And for Fiscal
Year 1999, President Clinton’s budget flatlines
IDEA funding. This is shameful.

It is incumbent upon us here in Congress to
maintain our financial commitment to IDEA,
and to provide the money our schools and
communities need to provide services to indi-
viduals with disabilities and their families. If
the President provided IDEA with the full 40
percent in Federal funding, local schools
would have more money to spend on other ini-
tiatives, including school construction, hiring
new teachers, decreasing class sizes and buy-
ing more computers.

By passing this bill today, we reinforce our
commitment to providing the means to edu-
cate the students who need our help most. I
urge my colleagues to vote for this bill, and
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when the time comes, to support full funding
for IDEA.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the op-
portunity to express my opposition to H. Res.
399, the resolution calling for full-funding of
the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA). My
opposition to this act should in no way be in-
terpreted as opposition to increased spending
on education. However, the way to accomplish
this worthy goal is to allow parents greater
control over education resources by cutting
taxes, thus allowing parents to devote more of
their resources to educating their children in
such a manner as they see fit. Massive tax
cuts for the American family, not increased
spending on federal programs, should be this
Congress’ top priority.

The drafters of this bill claim that increasing
federal spending on IDEA will allow local
school districts to spend more money on other
educational priorities. However, because an
increase in federal funding will come from the
same taxpayers who currently fund the IDEA
mandate at the state and local level, increas-
ing federal IDEA funding will not necessarily
result in a net increase of education funds
available for other programs. In fact, the only
way to combine full federal funding of IDEA
with an increase in expenditures on other pro-
grams by state and localities is through mas-
sive tax increases at the federal, state, and/or
local level.

Rather than increasing federal spending,
Congress should focus on returning control
over education to the American people by en-
acting the Family Education Freedom Act
(H.R. 1816), which provides parents with a
$3,000 per child tax credit to pay for K–12
education expenses. Passage of this act
would especially benefit parents whose chil-
dren have learning disabilities as those par-
ents have the greatest need to devote a large
portion of their income toward their child’s
education.

The Family Education Freedom Act will
allow parents to develop an individualized
education plan that will meet the needs of
their own child. Each child is a unique person
and we must seriously consider whether dis-
abled children’s special needs can be best
met by parents, working with local educators,
free from interference from Washington or fed-
eral educrats. After all, an increase in expendi-
tures cannot make a Washington bureaucrat
know or love a child as much as that child’s
parent.

It is time for Congress to restore control
over education to the American people. The
only way to accomplish this goal is to defund
education programs that allow federal bureau-
crats to control America’s schools. Therefore,
I call on my colleagues to reject H. Res. 399
and instead join my efforts to pass the Family
Education Freedom Act. If Congress gets
Washington off the backs and out of the pock-
etbooks of parents, American children will be
better off.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the resolution, H.
Res. 399, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution, as amended, was agreed to.

The title of the resolution was
amended so as to read:

Resolution urging the Congress and the
President to work to fully fund the Federal
Government’s responsibility under the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

SENSE OF THE HOUSE THAT SO-
CIAL PROMOTION IN AMERICA’S
SCHOOLS SHOULD BE ENDED

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution (H. Res. 401) expressing the sense
of the House of Representatives that
social promotion in America’s schools
should be ended and can be ended
through the use of high-quality, proven
programs and practices, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 401

Whereas high student achievement and
academic advancement are vitally important
to our Nation’s schools and the future suc-
cess of America’s workforce;

Whereas some pupils proceed through
school without having mastered the knowl-
edge and skills required of them, and grad-
uate from high school ill-equipped to handle
college-level work or obtain an entry-level
job;

Whereas ‘‘social promotion’’, the practice
of moving pupils from one grade to the next
regardless of whether they have the knowl-
edge and skills necessary for the next level,
is one reason for a pupil’s inadequate aca-
demic achievement levels;

Whereas research has shown that reten-
tion, the customary alternative policy to so-
cial promotion, is also an inadequate re-
sponse to the problem in that pupils are usu-
ally presented with the same instructional
practices and materials that were ineffective
the first time around;

Whereas to help underachieving students
learn, it is essential that policies and pro-
grams address the underlying causes of fail-
ure and rectify the problems through various
proven instruction practices;

Whereas high-quality teacher training and
education, and other proven practices will
provide our teachers with the tools nec-
essary to educate our Nation’s children and
work toward high academic achievement by
students;

Whereas social promotion policies already
have been abolished in Louisiana, Arkansas,
Florida, New Mexico, North Carolina, South
Carolina, West Virginia, and in Chicago, Illi-
nois, Portsmouth, Virginia, Long Beach,
California, and Milwaukee, Wisconsin; and

Whereas the abolishment of social pro-
motion policies have been proposed in Cali-
fornia, Michigan, Wisconsin, Delaware,
Texas, Oklahoma, New York, Washington,
D.C., and in Boston, Massachusetts, and
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Now, therefore,
be it Resolved,
That it is the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that—

(1) ending social promotion should be ad-
dressed in America through a coordinated ef-
fort by government officials, teachers, and
parents committed to high academic
achievement of students;

(2) State Education Agencies and local
educational agencies that receive Federal
funds should make every effort to address
and end social promotion;

(3) the problems associated with social pro-
motion can be resolved effectively through a
commitment to provide high-quality train-

ing and education for our teachers, and the
use of other proven practices; and

(4) States should adopt high, rigorous
standards and standards-based assessments
aimed at requiring academic accountability
with the specific aim of ending social pro-
motion and raising student achievement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (MR. RIGGS) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MARTINEZ)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. RIGGS).

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, obviously I rise to sup-
port the resolution and urge my col-
leagues, our colleagues, to approve this
sense of Congress resolution that social
promotions in our schools should end.

The very first thing I want to do, be-
cause I may interject a few more par-
tisan remarks a little bit later or re-
marks more aligned with the Repub-
lican philosophy on education, is salute
and thank my very good friend, the
ranking member of the committee that
I am very privileged and honored to
chair, the gentleman from California
(Mr. MARTINEZ) for his leadership on
this issue. I want the record to show
that it was Congressman MARTINEZ’s
leadership in this area that resulted in
this legislation reaching the House
floor today. He initially approached me
and suggested that we direct our atten-
tion in the subcommittee on the prob-
lem of social promotions, and I think
as every Member of this body knows,
particularly any Member that has at-
tended a State of the Union address,
the two recent State of the Union ad-
dresses by the President, or for that
matter reviewed a transcript of his ad-
dresses, they would know that the
President has spoken, and I think very
sincerely, of the problem of social pro-
motion in American education today in
this very Chamber.

So I am pleased to join the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MARTINEZ)
and by extension President Clinton and
others who share this concern in sup-
porting this resolution.

The act of promoting a child from
grade to grade or for that matter even
allowing a child to graduate from jun-
ior high school or high school regard-
less of his or her readiness; that is to
say, regardless of what that child has
learned and what they can demonstrate
they know, is a very real problem in
American education today, and as I
mentioned, the President has spoken of
this phenomenon, and many of us who
also hold positions of elected respon-
sibility have spoken of our concern
that children are too often promoted
from grade to grade or even graduated
as much on the basis of what we might
call good behavior and seat time as on
the basis of what they know and can
demonstrate that they have learned.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
MARTINEZ) and I believe that pro-
motions should be based on both the
academic performance and the relative
individual development readiness of
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the child. Government officials, teach-
ers, parents, all of us who for that mat-
ter are committed to high academic
achievement and who believe that we
ought to have high expectations and
standards of teachers and parents and
children alike, all of us want to join in
this effort really beginning today to
end social promotion through a coordi-
nated effort, and this resolution, Con-
gressman MARTINEZ’s or the Martinez-
Riggs bipartisan resolution expresses
that policy.

Now we know that we have roughly
52 million children in elementary,
American children obviously, in ele-
mentary and secondary schools in this
country, 46 million of the 52 million at-
tending some 87,000 public schools, and
I hope this resolution reaches everyone
of those children and everyone of those
schools. This resolution lists the com-
munities and the States around the
country where social promotion has al-
ready been abolished or is proposed to
be abolished. Those States and commu-
nities which have already abolished so-
cial promotion include Louisiana, Ar-
kansas, Florida, New Mexico, North
Carolina, South Carolina, West Vir-
ginia, Chicago, Illinois, Portsmouth,
Virginia, Long Beach, California, and
Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Those States
and those communities are to be com-
mended because they have taken on
this problem of social promotion, and
they are tackling it head on with tough
standards and expectations, and part of
that expectation is that every child
can succeed in elementary and second-
ary school. In fact I will go so far, and
this is somewhat anathema for a Re-
publican, but I salute the large na-
tional teachers’ unions for also speak-
ing about this problem of social pro-
motion.

There are many other States and
communities where social promotion
has been proposed to be abolished alto-
gether, and those States and commu-
nities include California, my home
State, Michigan, Wisconsin, Delaware,
Texas, Oklahoma, New York, here in
the District of Columbia, Boston, Mas-
sachusetts and Philadelphia, Pennsyl-
vania. These communities, these
States, serve as a model for the rest of
the Nation to follow.

House Resolution 401 also calls on
State educational agencies and local
educational agencies that receive Fed-
eral funding, Federal taxpayer funding,
for educational purposes to make every
effort to address and end social pro-
motion. All children should be given
the strongest possible foundation, aca-
demic foundation, in school upon which
to build their future until they can de-
velop to their fullest potential as citi-
zens of the greatest Nation on earth
and as children of God, and I com-
pliment the gentleman from California
(Mr. MARTINEZ) for focusing attention
on this issue, and I urge support of the
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, first I want to thank
the chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. RIGGS) of the Sub-
committee on Children, Youth and
Families for his willingness , and, no, I
should not say willingness, eagerness
to join me in this effort. I also want to
thank him for the expeditious way he
moved this bill through the committee
and then on through the full commit-
tee.
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As he has said, social promotion in
our Nation’s schools is a destructive
force that undermines our children’s
academic achievement, and therefore,
the future of our Nation’s economy and
overall well-being.

H. Res. 401 sends a strong message,
one that is much needed, that the Con-
gress expects all of our children to
meet high academic standards.

Social promotion, as many of us
know, is a process of promoting chil-
dren from one grade to the next with-
out meeting the necessary academic
standards. This means children are
moved from grade to grade without the
skills or knowledge to succeed. Lack-
ing a strong educational foundation,
the children of our communities and
our country will be ill-served in their
quest for future employment.

Unfortunately, for many years, edu-
cators discouraged holding children
back due to the fear that it would
harm them. However, compelling a stu-
dent to repeat a grade and then using
the same instructional techniques
which previously failed does little to
foster learning. In order to truly com-
bat the plight of social promotion in
this country, we need to invest in our
educational system and our children.
We need to believe that all children
can and will academically succeed.

Government officials, teachers and
parents must work together in a com-
mitment to the high academic achieve-
ment of our students. States and local
school districts should adopt high-qual-
ity academic standards and hold stu-
dents to those standards. Resources
must be focused on giving teachers the
tools to educate our children through
the high-quality professional develop-
ment of themselves, and the utilization
of summer school, after school, and
other proven educational practices.

This resolution seeks to send that
message that without the commitment
to high standards and the proper in-
vestment in our educational system,
social promotion will continue to harm
the success of our Nation and its peo-
ple. The important message of this res-
olution is evidenced by the bipartisan
support it has received, particularly
from the chairman of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GOODLING), and the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Early Childhood,
Youth and Families, the gentleman
from California (Mr. RIGGS).

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Now that we have struck that note of
bipartisan cooperation and agreement,
I just want to interject for the RECORD,
and here I think is the clear, and I be-
lieve collegial difference between the
Democratic Members of the House of
Representatives and the Republican
Members; while we agree on the prob-
lem, the problem being social pro-
motion, we disagree on the solution to
the problem.

Many of us, if not most of us on the
Republican side of the aisle, feel that
the solution inherently involves infus-
ing the education system today with
more competition, giving parents more
choice, and that is that the best way, if
not the only way, to ensure bootstrap
improvement in our schools and ensure
that schools are ultimately more ac-
countable to the consumers of edu-
cation: parents and guardians. At the
risk of belaboring this point, since we
have discussed it many times infor-
mally and in committee and certainly
on this House floor, it is good to see
the Delegate from the District here,
since she is a passionate opponent of
vouchers or parental choice in edu-
cation and is sincere in her views.

I just want to refer my colleagues to
a letter that I saw published in the
Washington Post over the weekend, a
publication I do not often quote on the
House floor, because I think it is the
single best writing on parental choice
in education that I have ever seen. It is
from a lady by the name of Marilyn
Lundy of St. Clair Shores, Michigan,
and she wrote in response to an article
that the Post had published earlier on
parental choice in the District of Co-
lumbia, this idea of vouchers, or schol-
arships, as prefer to call them, for low-
income families. That article was enti-
tled, ‘‘Poll Finds Backing for D.C.
School Vouchers; Blacks Support
Backing More Than Whites.’’

In the article Ms. Lundy says, one
person responding to the poll, a How-
ard University professor, is quoted as
saying, and this is a quote within a
quote, because I am not quoting Ms.
Lundy, I am quoting this Howard Uni-
versity professor and poll respondent,
as saying, ‘‘ ‘The Founding Fathers,
Jefferson, Washington and Adams, con-
sidered public education to be the key
to success to the democratic Repub-
lic.’ ’’

Vouchers cannot help but weaken
public education. I think that boils
down to its very essence, the argument
that voucher opponents from President
Clinton on down, within the Demo-
cratic party, repeatedly make.

Now, Ms. Lundy goes on to say,
‘‘Sorry, sir, but those gentlemen would
not have known public education as we
know it today, and would be horrified
at its present condition. Education in
the colonies, and at the time of the
Founding Fathers, was the province of
private and community endeavors and
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financing.’’ My colleagues heard me
right, ‘‘Private and community endeav-
ors and financing, and was often trans-
mitted by ministers, who were gen-
erally the most educated in the com-
munity.

‘‘Since most of the early colonists
were Protestants, for whom salvation
was dependent on private interpreta-
tion of the Bible, literacy was of great
importance and the Bible was an inte-
gral part of the school, reflecting the
religious affirmation of the people.’’

Ms. Lundy goes on to write, ‘‘Not
until the 1820s and 1830s, and Horace
Mann, was their general movement to-
ward publicly financed community
schools, which were called ’common
schools,’ not public schools, but still
these common schools were voluntarily
and predominantly Protestant ori-
ented. Mandatory attendance did not
enter the picture until many decades
later.

‘‘Yes, public education is a key factor
in a democratic,’’ small D, ‘‘republic,
but not necessarily as implemented
through government-operated schools
only, which seems to be the mantra of
those opposing vouchers. The idea that
the State makes education mandatory,
taxes all to pay for it, but then forces
children into government-operated
schools as a condition for receiving
their just benefits is more a tenet of
socialism/totalitarianism,’’ Ms. Lundy
contends, ‘‘than democracy. In fact,
the United States is the only free Na-
tion that denies taxpayer-funded as-
sistance to children in nongovern-
mental schools.

‘‘In a Nation that professes freedom
of speech and religion and equal pro-
tection of the laws, it would seem that
choice, competition and equal edu-
cational opportunity are essential in-
gredients to universal public edu-
cation. In other words, fund the edu-
cation of the child according to the
constitutional rights of the parents,
rather than fund a government system
into which children whose families
cannot afford otherwise are forced.

‘‘It is this virtual monopoly that has
weakened public education. The choice,
competition and direct accountability
to parents created by vouchers are
what is needed to revitalize public edu-
cation, and I thank Ms. Lundy for put-
ting it so well.’’ At this time I would
include this article for the RECORD.

THE EDUCATION MONOPOLY

In Sari Horwitz’s news story ‘‘Poll Finds
Backing for D.C. School Vouchers; Blacks
Support Backing More Than Whites,’’
[Metro, May 23], one poll respondent, a How-
ard University professor, is quoted as saying:
‘‘The Founding Fathers, Jefferson, Washing-
ton and Adams, considered public education
to be the key to success to the Democratic
republic. Vouchers cannot help but weaken
public education.’’

Sorry, sir, but those gentlemen would not
have known public education as we know it
today—and would be horrified at its present
condition. Education in the colonies, and at
the time of the Founding Fathers, was the
province of private and community endeav-
ors and financing, and often was transmitted
by ministers, who were generally the most
educated in the community.

Since most of the early colonists were
Protestants, for whom salvation was depend-
ent on private interpretation of the Bible,
literacy was of great importance and the
Bible was an integral part of the school, re-
flecting the religious affirmation of the peo-
ple.

Not until the 1820s and ’30s, and Horace
Mann, was there general movement toward
publicly financed community schools, which
were called ‘‘common schools,’’ not public
schools—but still these common schools
were voluntary and predominantly Protes-
tant oriented. Mandatory attendance did not
enter the picture until many decades later.

Yes, public education is a key factor in a
democratic republic, but not necessarily as
implemented through government-operated
schools only, which seems to be the mantra
of those opposing vouchers. The idea that
the state makes education mandatory, taxes
all to pay for it but then forces children into
government-operated schools as a condition
for receiving their just benefits is more a
tenet of socialism/totalitarianism than de-
mocracy. In fact, the United States is the
only free nation that denies assistance to
children in nongovernment schools.

In a nation that professes freedom of
speech and religion and equal protection of
the laws, it would seem that choice, competi-
tion and equal opportunity are essential in-
gredients to universal public education. In
other words, fund the education of the child
according to the constitutional rights of the
parents, rather than fund a government sys-
tem into which children whose families can-
not afford otherwise are forced.

It is this virtual monopoly that has weak-
ened public education. The choice, competi-
tion and direct accountability to parents
created by vouchers are what is needed to re-
vitalize public education.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
refer to something that my good friend
and colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. RIGGS), said that the
Democrats and Republicans have a dif-
ferent philosophy on a particular issue:
vouchers.

It may be that in the simple question
of vouchers themselves, there may be a
big difference, but I am not sure that
as far as choice is concerned, we are all
that far apart. I am sure that not all
Democrats are against choice, but we
have to understand what choice is. In
fact, there is choice now. In fact, I had
that choice.

I sent my children to parochial
school to begin their first years, K
through 6, and they got to choose
whether they wanted to go on to paro-
chial school in the upper grades or not.
One did, and 4 did not. They went to
public schools and the one went to pa-
rochial schools. So I had that choice. I
had the choice to send my kids to the
kind of school they wanted. That
choice exists today. In fact, now in
many school districts one can choose
to send one’s child to another district
simply because one believes that dis-
trict is a better school district and one
can get a waiver from the school dis-
trict to send them there.

So the one main concern that maybe
the Democrats do have is to make sure
that every child in this country has a
full and meaningful education, and the

only way we can do that is to make
sure that the public school system has
the resources that it needs to do that.
Other than that, if we were able to
guarantee that every public school
child had the resources to get a full
and meaningful education, I would not
care where they sent their kids or
where everybody sent their kids, but
the main thing is that the public
school system is the major source of
our education in this country and it
has to be protected before we can con-
sider other choices that are available.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for
yielding me this time. I thank him also
for his leadership in proffering this
most valuable resolution. I also thank
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from California (Mr. RIGGS),
for the bipartisan spirit in which he
has joined this resolution.

Before I speak directly to it, I do
want to note for the RECORD that the
majority seldom comes forward to en-
dorse another public entitlement, and
here the majority appears to endorse a
public entitlement to choice for edu-
cation. I think it is a precedent that
should be noted for the RECORD. If only
the majority would support entitle-
ments such as the one that was on the
floor just ahead of this one, that 40 per-
cent of funds for children in special
education be paid for by this body, I
would be prepared then to look more
seriously at the public entitlement to
go to private schools that is here of-
fered this afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, I do want to commend
the gentleman for his support of char-
ter schools. We know that vouchers are
on their way to the Supreme Court,
one State court having already found
them unconstitutional. I wish to offer
what amounts to a subset of this reso-
lution for a truce, until the Supreme
Court tells us whether vouchers are
constitutional or not, because neither
the gentleman from California (Mr.
RIGGS), nor I, nor any Member of this
body, will have the last word on that.
The last word on that serious church-
State question lies with the court. So
if we are serious about providing edu-
cation for children in the meantime,
we will look for opportunities such as
that offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. MARTINEZ), for true bi-
partisan work to help children where
they are now, such as the resolution
that was offered before this one, and
this resolution now.

May I also note for the RECORD, Mr.
Speaker, that I endorse choice in the
very way that the gentleman from
California (Mr. MARTINEZ), has shown
how choice works in a society which
separates church from State. Instead of
entanglement of church and State,
something that has kept us free from
religious warfare for 200 years, essen-
tially it says, choices are available to
us all, but as with everything else in a
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market economy, the Federal Govern-
ment will not pay for all choices, and
one choice we choose not to pay for is
religious education, in no small part
because that entangles the State with
the church and would force the church
to abide by rules and regulations that
no church in this society could possibly
accept, because there is no free money
that comes from the Congress. Every
bit of money that comes from us comes
with strings attached, and this Member
will never attach strings to money that
goes to churches or to religious institu-
tions.

I am proud to associate myself with
the work of the Washington Scholar-
ship Fund which, instead of coming
with hands out to this body, came into
the District of Columbia and said, how
many children are there who want to
go to private schools? We will raise the
money to go to private schools.

I went to the graduation sponsored
by the Washington Scholarship Fund
and spoke at that graduation at their
invitation. Last year I went to St. Au-
gustine Catholic School with the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGRICH),
the Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives, and spoke to those eighth grade
children who were on scholarship, cour-
tesy of the Washington Scholarship
Fund, and on this floor today I want to
thank the Washington Scholarship
Fund for each and every scholarship
they have raised with private money to
send our children to religious schools
all across the District of Columbia. I
wish them well, as they now set up the
Children’s Scholarship Fund to do the
same in cities all across the United
States of America. I have sent a letter
to them so that they could use it in
their publications endorsing their ex-
traordinary work.
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Meanwhile, there is much that we
can agree upon here today, as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. RIGGS) and
I agree on charter schools. I salute him
for his extraordinary leadership there
and as, of course, this bipartisan reso-
lution offers us the opportunity to do.

The Martinez resolution to end social
promotion speaks to one of the most
important issues facing both U.S. edu-
cation and the U.S. workforce today. I
applaud the gentleman from California
(Mr. MARTINEZ) and come to bear wit-
ness to his resolution in the Summer
Stars program which is to be imple-
mented in the District of Columbia be-
ginning June 30.

Mr. Speaker, this program makes the
District one of the first and one of the
few districts in the United States to
abolish social promotion. Children are
socially promoted throughout the
country in part to avoid incurring
dropout rates that occur when students
are left behind and to avoid placing
older and younger children together in
the same class.

The reason social promotion is so
widely used, however, is that systems
are unwilling to do the hard work asso-

ciated with replacing social promotion.
The District’s public schools have just
done that hard work establishing an
academic enrichment program in math
and reading to replace social pro-
motion.

Although students who score below
basic in reading and math must attend
the Summer Stars program, it is not
just an old-fashioned program for fail-
ing students that stigmatizes children.
It is offered not only to students who
must or should attend; students who
score proficient or advanced may also
attend.

Mr. Speaker, 7,000 students signed up
for Summer Stars in the District be-
fore the scores were out. The student-
teacher ratio will be 15 to one. Home-
work is required, and three absences
drops the student from the program.
Breakfast and lunch are provided. Pri-
vate funds have been secured for after-
school enrichment activities that mix
recreation and education.

Test results reported last week al-
ready show significant improvement in
virtually all grades before the Summer
Stars program even begins. Further
progress from this rigorous and skill-
fully developed program almost surely
will follow. The collective hats of this
House should be off to Arlene Acker-
man whose leadership as superintend-
ent is responsible for this progress.

If the District keeps this up, Con-
gress will soon not have the D.C. public
schools to kick around anymore. I
know that this is the desire of this
House. The D.C. public schools are not
only proud to be leading the way in
abolishing social promotion; we are es-
pecially proud of the Summer Stars
program that we are putting in its
place.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. MIL-
LER).

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. MARTINEZ) for yielding
me this time, and I commend the gen-
tleman for this resolution and the
chair of our committee and the rank-
ing member for bringing it both to the
committee and to the floor of the
House.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
resolution and it addresses a very im-
portant and yet complex problem fac-
ing our school systems and our families
and their children. Too often parents
are told in the school system that their
children are doing just fine. Students
are told that they are doing just fine.
And then they are passed from grade to
grade.

But later, many of the students find
out that despite their good grades, de-
spite their report cards and their diplo-
mas, that they have not achieved even
the basic skill levels in math reading
and other academic core subjects. I
have learned this from talking to stu-

dents and teachers, observing school
districts, and watching how education
is applied in the district which I rep-
resent.

Mr. Speaker, every Monday morning
during the school year I teach a high
school class. At the end of that year we
have a discussion with those students
about their education. Almost all of
them are disappointed in their edu-
cation. Almost all of them believe they
could have done more work and better
work and almost all of them will say
that it really was not asked of them.

Some of them are quite angry that
they are not equipped to go out into
the world. Some of them are quite
angry that the school did not care
enough to really find out how they
were doing as opposed to passing them
on.

I think as the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) just
pointed out in the well of the House,
this is an important process of ending
social promotion, but ending it with
the alternatives.

Too often of social promotion it is
said: We do this for the student and for
the family so that the kids are not
stigmatized, are not held back, and do
not have to miss class. However, very
often it is done so the school district
does not have to be held accountable
for what is being done in that school
district. They can gloss over the prob-
lems of individual children and gloss
over the problems of groups of children
and give them passing grades and move
them along. They do not have to con-
front the difficult issues about the
quality of their teachers, about the
quality of their textbooks, about the
quality of their curriculum, about the
condition of their school buildings.
They can simply herd the children
along and get them out of the schools.

Cities like Chicago, Milwaukee, and
States like Texas have had notable suc-
cess in strengthening the standards
and creating more rigorous criteria for
the passage from grade to grade. Imple-
menting rigorous standards can be dif-
ficult and controversial. The minute
we start to tell a parent or start to tell
teachers that students may not be so-
cially promoted, all sorts of problems
come right to the forefront.

But, Mr. Speaker, the fact of the
matter is that these rigorous standards
may be implemented. Such changes are
initially greeted with trepidation, but
they have actually served to energize
students and engage teachers and par-
ents around homework, tutoring, sum-
mer school and Saturday morning
classes.

Last spring, more than 42,000 stu-
dents in Chicago were told that they
would not be able to advance to the
next grade until they met the tough
standards set by the large district. Stu-
dents had to attend summer school.
The move was not popular, but the
early results are starting to suggest in
this instance the get-tough policy
worked.

Of the 473 elementary schools, 393
had better math scores this year than
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last year, and 271 had better reading
scores.

The point is this. They just did not
stop social promotion; they offered in-
tensive math and reading tutoring and
mentoring and help to those students
that needed it, and they also said to
the students who were yet to cross that
threshold, they let them know what
the standard would be at end of the
year.

Letting students slide in elementary
and high school is not only unwise, it
is expensive. A report released in
March shows that more than half of
the freshmen entering the California
State University system last fall need-
ed basic remedial help because they
were unprepared for college level math.
Forty-seven percent could not handle
college level English. How many times
must we pay for students to learn the
same material that they were supposed
to learn earlier in their educational ex-
perience?

This resolution is important, but we
need to step up to the plate and
strengthen accountability for Federal
education programs. We spend billions
of dollars annually on elementary and
secondary education primarily through
the title I program, but we do not de-
mand the results that we are entitled
to, that the students are entitled to,
that the taxpayers are entitled to.

Last year’s Obey-Porter bill was a
good first step. It will move title I pro-
grams to use up-to-date and proven in-
structional programs. But we need to
go further to make sure that whatever
model is being used, the students are
achieving academically at the stand-
ards we should expect.

Higher standards must be coupled
with adequate resources. This means
better teachers, safe and well-equipped
classrooms, and computers with access
to the technology and the Internet for
all of our students.

Here again, the success of today’s de-
bate should not be judged by the
strength of today’s vote but on what
we do after today. There is a bit of dis-
connect in that we all say we are for
education and we all say we want bet-
ter student achievement, but the re-
ality is that this Congress has really
fallen short when it comes to taking
action.

Mr. Speaker, we will know we are
doing a much better job on behalf of
our students and their families and a
good job when somebody slips $50 bil-
lion in a bill in the middle of the night
for school construction and education
rather than for the tobacco companies.

We will know we are doing a good job
on education when this body struggles
to find money for classrooms and
teachers with the very same verve with
which that they quite appropriately
sought funding for roads and bridges.

We will know we are doing a good job
on education when we put the same en-
ergy into strengthening the account-
ability that we now waste in conduct-
ing partisan and fruitless investiga-
tions.

This resolution says many good
things and sets a very good direction
on ending social promotion. But the
time has come for Congress to act to
demand accountability for the money
that we spend and to demand account-
ability so that America’s parents and
families will know how their children
are doing as they proceed through their
educational experience.

Mr. Speaker, again I commend the
gentleman from California (Mr. MAR-
TINEZ), ranking member and author of
this resolution, and the gentleman
from California (Mr. RIGGS), chairman
of the subcommittee, for bringing this
to the floor.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I urge
all Members to support this resolution,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I will briefly close this
debate. Let me just say again that with
respect to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. MILLER), my good friend and
California colleague, that calling the
Congress which has very legitimate
oversight and investigative responsibil-
ities as a legislative branch of govern-
ment, saying that we are engaged in
partisan and fruitless investigations is
itself a partisan statement. But I guess
that is obvious.

Secondly, I just again want to reem-
phasize that really the direct account-
ability to parents through choice and
competition is in my mind the way to
revitalize public education. But I do
agree with my Democratic colleagues
that there is no silver bullet or pana-
cea. All we can do is say to State and
local education agencies and to the
civic leaders in those communities, we
really believe social promotion is a
problem that has to be balanced with
high expectations and high standards
for parents and teachers alike and stu-
dents. We hope, again, that today’s res-
olution is a way of starting that de-
bate.

Lastly, I just want to say very gently
to the gentlewoman from the District
of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) that if we
did not think that IDEA funding, that
is to say funding for children with dis-
abilities and special needs, was a prior-
ity, we would not have brought the
Bass resolution to the floor imme-
diately proceeding House consideration
of this particular legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to point out
to that the Wisconsin Supreme Court
just upheld the constitutionality of the
low-income parental choice parental
scholarship bill in Milwaukee schools
and we are very encouraged about that,
and we look forward to the Supreme
Court perhaps hearing that case on ap-
peal.

Lastly, I agree with the gentle-
woman. I want to join with the people
who are doing what I think is the
Lord’s work. They are really angels of
mercy, philanthropists and other indi-
viduals making charitable contribu-
tions to these private scholarship pro-

grams underway now in some 50 com-
munities across the country, including
the District of Columbia. I extend a
hand to the gentlewoman across the so-
called partisan aisle to see perhaps if
we could work with some of our col-
leagues to raise even more money for
those scholarship programs for low-in-
come families beginning here in the
District of Columbia.

Mr. Speaker, since I intend to call for
a recorded vote here momentarily, I
urge our colleagues to support the Mar-
tinez-Riggs bipartisan social pro-
motion resolution.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express concerns regarding H. Res.
401, which calls for an end to the practice of
‘‘Social Promotion’’ in our education system.
We can all agree that promoting a student
from grade to grade if they have not made the
appropriate academic advances is generally
not a good idea. However, simply calling for
the end of Social Promotion, without acknowl-
edging the issues related to why our children
are not meeting academic requirements, ig-
nores the very heart of this issue.

H. Res. 401 calls for the end of Social Pro-
motion, but it is silent on assuring that children
are provided quality education which effec-
tively teaches them what they need to know in
order to advance to the next grade. This
leaves the impression that the simple act of
retaining a child in their current grade solves
the problem. This does not address the real
problem, which is how to prevent children from
failing to meet academic standards and how to
help them improve their academic achieve-
ment.

We know that students need enriched and
accelerated curriculum, effective instruction,
timely intervention if they have trouble meeting
the appropriate standards, and strong parental
involvement to assist them. Yet none of these
important factors are mentioned in the Resolu-
tion.

H. Res. 401 supports the idea of holding
children accountable for their lack of academic
progress, but it says nothing about holding our
education system accountable for a quality
education. Children cannot learn without qual-
ity instruction, trained teachers, a safe learning
environment, adequate textbooks and other
curricular material. The question is who is
really failing? Is it our children or is it our sys-
tem?

While I will not vote against H. Res. 401
today, I believe it misses the boat completely
on what this Congress should support in order
to prevent students from advancing in our
education system without the knowledge and
skills appropriate for their grade level.

We should resolve to provide the resources
necessary to assure that children are receiving
quality education; we should resolve to sup-
port early intervention efforts for children who
are at risk of ‘‘Social Promotion’’, and we
should resolve that every child in America is
provided an opportunity to learn what is nec-
essary to progress on to the next grade.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. RIGGS) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, House Resolution 401, as amend-
ed.
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The question was taken.
Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
House Resolution 401.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule I, the Chair will
now put the question on each motion
to suspend the rules on which further
proceedings were postponed earlier
today in the order in which that mo-
tion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Concurring in the Senate amendment
to H.R. 1847, by the yeas and nays;

House Resolution 401, by the yeas and
nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

TELEMARKETING FRAUD
PREVENTION ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and concurring in the
Senate amendment to the bill, H.R.
1847.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) that the House suspend
the rules and concur in the Senate
amendment to the bill, H.R. 1847, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 1,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 232]

YEAS—411

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono

Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon

Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)

Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez

Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton

Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu

Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh

Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Paul

NOT VOTING—21

Ballenger
Brown (FL)
Buyer
Cubin
Eshoo
Ford
Gonzalez

Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Inglis
Kanjorski
Kennedy (MA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren

McNulty
Rush
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Tiahrt
Woolsey

b 1732

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof), the rules were suspended and
the Senate amendment was concurred
in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to the provisions
of clause 5 of rule I, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a mini-
mum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice may be taken on the additional
motion to suspend the rules on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

f

SENSE OF THE HOUSE THAT SO-
CIAL PROMOTION IN AMERICA’S
SCHOOLS SHOULD BE ENDED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
resolution, House Resolution 401, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
RIGGS) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the Resolution,
House Resolution 401, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 1,
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 233]

YEAS—405

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt

Allen
Andrews
Archer

Armey
Bachus
Baesler
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Baker
Baldacci
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign

Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos

Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel

Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays

Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas

Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Rivers

NOT VOTING—27

Ballenger
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Buyer
Clayton
Cubin
DeGette
Edwards
Eshoo

Ford
Gonzalez
Hastings (FL)
Herger
Hilliard
Inglis
Kennedy (MA)
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren

McNulty
Rush
Schumer
Smith, Linda
Souder
Tiahrt
Waters
Woolsey

b 1742

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the resolution, as amended, was agreed
to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I was privileged to host the first Na-
tional Ocean Conference in my district
last week that featured the President
and Vice President, Secretaries Daley,
Babbitt, Slater, Dalton, EPA Adminis-
trator Browner, and CEQ Director
McGinty, among others. As a result, I
was unavoidably absent for rollcall
votes 211 to 231, which I would like to
be noted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
how I would have voted on each one
had I been present.

Mr. Speaker, I will submit them for
the RECORD.

Roll call vote.—211, yea; 212, yea; 213, yea;
214, yea; 215, yea; 216, nay; 217, nay; 218, nay;
219, yea; 220, yea; 221, nay; 222, nay; 223, yea;
224, yea; 225, nay; 226, nay; 227, yea; 228, nay;
229, nay; 230, yea; 231, yea.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, on Thurs-
day, June 11, I was in Connecticut at-
tending the graduation of my daughter,
Jeramy Alice Shays, from high school
and, therefore, missed three recorded
votes.

First, I want to say I missed her 5th
grade graduation and her 8th grade
graduation, and I did not want to miss
her senior graduation. It is the second,
third and fourth votes I have ever
missed, and I would like to say for the
RECORD that had I been present I would
have voted yes on recorded vote num-
ber 229, yes on recorded vote 230, and
yes on recorded vote 231.

f

b 1745

REMOVAL OF MEMBER AS
COSPONSOR TO H.R. 3396

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to ask unanimous consent to have my-
self removed as cosponsor of H.R. 3396,
the Citizens Protection Act of 1998.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. CONYERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

TRIBUTE TO VETERAN
CORRESPONDENT ALAN EMORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MCHUGH)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor today to recognize the work
and career of an extraordinary man,
Watertown Daily Times reporter Alan
Emory. Indeed, June 7 marked Alan’s
51st year with Watertown (New York)
Daily Times.

Alan has rightfully earned the re-
cently bestowed title of Times senior
Washington correspondent by serving
47 of his 51 years covering the Capital,
covering all the stories, large and not
so large, nearly one-half century of
being a firsthand witness to the events
of the day and, more importantly, re-
porting them accurately and intel-
ligently and succinctly to thousands.

Alan went to Watertown with im-
pressive academic credentials. He was
educated at Phillips Exeter Academy,
Harvard University, and the Columbia
Graduate School of Journalism; and, to
this day, his writings reflect his re-
markable education and intellect. But
for all of that, it was his talent and
hard work that helped him prove him-
self to editor and publisher Mr. Harold
B. Johnson.
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It is amazing to me to think about

how things have changed since Alan
first arrived in Washington in 1951. He
has covered the administrations of 10
presidents. He has covered our Nation’s
war and military deployments ever
since the Korean Conflict.

Alan’s length of service is an impor-
tant achievement. However, it is the
manner with which he has served these
51 years that is indeed most impres-
sive.

I came to this town in 1992 and be-
came the fourth Member of the House
from New York’s North Country area
to be covered by Alan. For me, it was
a real thrill, not the new office or du-
ties of the town, even though that was
all very exciting, but the opportunity
to meet and work with this man.

Like so many others, I grew up learn-
ing about the inside operations of our
Federal Government through Alan’s
writings. Later, as a member of the
New York State Senate, I looked to
Alan’s insightful articles in the re-
spected Empire State Report to help
me better under the connection of poli-
tics and government between New
York State and the Nation’s Capital.

For someone like me, long a political
junkie from northern New York, meet-
ing Alan Emory was the literary equiv-
alent of meeting Cal Ripken, a legend
in their own time, legends who survive
through a rare combination of talent,
hard work, grace, and style.

But for all of his talent, all of his
skills and charm, the thing I think I
admire most about Alan has been his
sense of place, that all-too-rare quality
in a reporter who recognizes the dif-
ference between a news story and an
op-ed piece, a man who has always un-
derstood that a news article must be
about facts and that opinions are to be
confined to other sections of the paper.

Not to say that Alan is without opin-
ion, nor that he is unable to express
them. To the contrary, his weekly col-
umn on politics in the Sunday paper al-
ways informs, instructs and impresses
with deft insight. But Alan has always
known how to expertly write each
story and where to place it. It is a skill
sadly few others possess today.

Happily, Alan will continue writing,
will continue enlightening and inform-
ing but, hopefully, in a new way that
will provide him and his wonderful
bride and partner Nancy more time to
enjoy their lives together, their family,
their two sons Marc and John, and
their daughter Katherine and their
families. It is an opportunity they both
richly, richly deserve.

And so, Mr. Speaker, it is with honor
that I rise today to state for the
RECORD the partial achievements of a
very remarkable man, to thank Alan
Emory for his 51 years of contribu-
tions, and, on a personal note, to say
that, in my nearly 30 years in public
life, I have never met a reporter or a
man in whom I hold higher respect and
admiration.

Thanks, Alan. You are the best.
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,

will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCHUGH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to associate myself with
the remarks of my friend the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

Alan Emory currently resides in the
11th Congressional District, in Lake
Barcroft, where he is a pillar of the
community there. His respect reaches
across regional lines in New York. He
is a well-respected member of our com-
munity in Northern Virginia, where he
and his wife and family has been active
for a number of years.

His political commentaries I think
have been viewed nationally. He is very
well-respected, and I am going to miss
him. I would join my colleagues in
wishing him and Nancy the very best
in years to come.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his comments.

Truly, I think Alan is admired by so
many that there are a number of Mem-
bers who care to share in this experi-
ence.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD remarks by our colleague and
friend the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SOLOMON), who has some very, I
think, insightful and kind words to say
about this deserving man as well.

Unfortunately, Chairman SOLOMON is
involved in a meeting upstairs. But he
has sent his best and I know wants to
have the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD show
his admiration for a very special man.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join my colleagues, including my neighbor,
Congressman JOHN MCHUGH, to pay tribute to
a true gentleman and veteran of the Washing-
ton Press Corps, Alan Emory. Alan is truly a
dean of the Washington Press if ever there
was one and is representative of the good old
days of journalism when telling it like it is was
the best measure of a journalist, not how
much face time they can get as a talking
head.

Mr. Speaker, you’d be hard pressed to find
anyone in this town with more wisdom and ex-
perience in the ways and the means of Wash-
ington than Alan. And the best part is, he’s
covered it for 47 of his 51 years while working
exclusively for the same paper called the Wa-
tertown Times from a small upstate city of Wa-
tertown, New York. That sort of time and de-
votion is a rarity in itself nowadays and the
people who read that paper have been done
a great service all of these years by Alan’s
clear, concise and fair reporting. It must be
comforting to know that for all those genera-
tions, he provided the readership with a win-
dow into the Capitol that they otherwise would
have gone without.

And I’m talking about an inside look that
started before the outset of the Eisenhower
Administration and has spanned across inter-
views with such American leaders as Nixon,
Ford, Bush and Nancy Reagan, not to mention
a host of other foreign dignitaries in travels
with political leaders that have brought him to
every corner of the world.

Some, Mr. Speaker, might think it odd in
this day and age for members of Congress
like myself to recognize a political journalist
like Alan. However, I can tell you it is because
of his objectivity and fairness that I respect

him such a great deal. He has covered me
over the course of my career on a variety of
issues even though his paper doesn’t reach a
large part of my district. And he has always
conducted himself in the most professional
manner, including in his profile of me after I
assumed the Chairmanship of the House
Rules Committee. I’ve never had a problem
with someone who sheds light on some of my
shortcomings as long as they were just as vig-
orous in their coverage of ways in which I
served my constituents well.

But perhaps most telling about Alan’s career
is his standing within the journalistic commu-
nity and the Washington Press Corps. By their
very nature, they’re a tough lot to please. Still,
Alan has managed to reach the leadership
ranks of a whole host of press associations,
including as President of the renowned Grid-
iron Club, and remains active to this day. I
have always said one of the best measures of
a person is his standing amongst his peers.
By that measure, Mr. Speaker, Alan Emory
goes unmatched.

I would ask that all members of Congress
join in honoring the outstanding career and
public service of one of this town’s most re-
spected newsmen, Alan Emory of the Water-
town Times. After 51 years, 47 of them in
Washington, he is still strong and exemplifies
all that is good about his profession. And more
than that, he is a clear demonstration to all of
us that hard work can take you anywhere,
even from a small daily in Upstate New York,
to a one-man office in Washington, to the top
of the ranks of his profession. Congratulations
Alan, and many more years of success and
happiness to you and your family.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV-
ILEGED REPORT ON A BILL
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, FAM-
ILY HOUSING, BASE REALIGN-
MENT AND CLOSURE FOR DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1999
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may have until
midnight tonight, Tuesday, June 16,
1998, to file a privileged report on a bill
making appropriations for military
construction, family housing, and base
realignment and closure for the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal year
1999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All

points of order are reserved on the bill.
f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS TO FILE PRIV-
ILEGED REPORT ON A BILL
MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999
Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations may have until
midnight tonight, Tuesday, June 16,
1998, to file a privileged report on a bill
making appropriations for energy and
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water development for fiscal year 1999,
and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All

points of order are reserved on the bill.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO CHICAGO
BULLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to commend and congratu-
late some of the most outstanding citi-
zens of my congressional district,
namely, the Chicago Bulls basketball
team.

I have the good fortune of represent-
ing the champions not only of the 7th
Congressional District, but indeed the
champions of the world. The world has
never seen the magnificence of an ath-
letic dynasty such as that displayed
and put together by Jerry Reinsdorf,
which is now the Chicago Bulls’ 6th
championship, a performance that has
revitalized interest in basketball.

As a matter of fact, with due respect
to all other sports, baseball, soccer,
football, right now the United States of
America is basketball country as a re-
sult of the Bulls’ accomplishment and
achievement.

But more than that, not only are
they superstars on the basketball
court, but they are also superstars in
the community. The franchise has
caused revitalization of an area of the
City of Chicago. The James Jordan
Boys’ Club provides opportunity for
young people to come and grow and de-
velop, play and be nurtured.

Just recently, high school students
from throughout my Congressional
District had an opportunity to partici-
pate in our art competition at the
United Center, where they could dis-
play their art and at the same time
walk the same ground that Scottie
Pippen, Michael Jordan, Dennis Rod-
man, Phil Jackson, all of the Bulls
players, Randy Brown, a young fellow
who was taught by my wife. When we
watch him on television, we know that
her teaching skills were vindicated.

So I commend and congratulate all of
the Bulls for providing the United
States of America and all of the world
with a year never to be forgotten and
always to be remembered.

And at the same time, Mr. Speaker,
in the same community, in the same
neighborhood, there is another super-
star in town for the Jefferson awards,
Major Adams, who, along with other
Americans throughout the country, are
being cited for their outstanding com-
munity services.

Major Adams has no peer when it
comes to volunteerism. For the last 50
years he has been an active volunteer
on the near West Side of Chicago, orga-
nizing the Henry Horner Boys Club, the

Henry Horner Drum and Bugle Corps,
the Mile Square Federation.

Now 76 years old, Mr. Adams is just
as involved today as he was 25, 30 years
ago. And so, on one hand, while we
have the Bulls, a superstar team, on
the other hand we have Major Adams,
a superstar individual, humanitarian,
who has brought countless years of joy
and development into the hearts of
thousands of young people and their
family.

We commend and salute him.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SOLOMON addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

b 1800

TRIBUTE TO CORRESPONDENT
ALAN EMORY ON HIS RETIREMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take a moment to add my
praise to the lifetime’s work of cor-
respondent Alan Emory, whose life and
service was addressed so eloquently by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH). Mr. Emory is a reporter of
humor, intelligence, talent, and, per-
haps most important, longevity, 50
years of service.

While Alan is no doubt most thankful
for the last of those qualities, I want to
say the others have been invaluable to
both readers and those of us who are
written about in upstate New York.

It is often said that we in public life
are adversaries of the Fourth Estate,
that there must be a war footing of
sorts between our two worlds, that
there must be a sort of tension in order
to bring about good performance all
the way around. If that is true, Mr.
Speaker, the best way to describe
Alan’s mission is a notable adversary,
a friendly foe.

He has done justice to our institution
in his reportage, mostly for the Water-
town Times of New York. He has served
readers, as I have mentioned, who de-
pend on accuracy and insight of reli-
able news people. He has been a faithful
advocate for his region, and his per-
spective will be missed by many of us.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH) for this
opportunity and wish Alan Emory all
the best in his retirement.

f

HABITAT FOR HUMANITY
HOUSTON PROJECT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today for a great cele-

bration and a tribute as well. This
week in Houston, Texas, under the
leadership of former President Jimmy
Carter, 6,000 volunteers from around
the Nation are participating in the 1998
Carter Work Project of the Habitat for
Humanity resulting in 100 homes being
built for the needy citizens of our com-
munity.

President Carter, before the building
began, said, ‘‘We are destined in Hous-
ton to see a miracle, one that we will
never forget.’’ I can assure my col-
leagues that he is now and will be when
we conclude 100 percent correct.

I was delighted to be able to join the
6,000 volunteers at the George Brown
Convention Center on Sunday in the
18th Congressional District where we
were able to celebrate their visit, vol-
unteers from Arizona, Indiana, Califor-
nia, Pennsylvania and so many other
places around this Nation.

It was particularly a special time, be-
cause as many of my colleagues know,
we have had some troubling times in
Texas. Yes, we have had the tragedy
that occurred in Jasper, Texas. I am so
very pleased that that healing has
begun. But yet the day after
funeralizing Mr. Byrd and paying trib-
ute to his life and to that of those who
wanted to make sure that we live in
harmony together, 6,000 Americans of
all different colors and creeds and reli-
gions joined together to come and build
a house. Their challenge was to build a
house for the comfort and unity of a
family and to bring a community to-
gether. I was delighted to join them on
Sunday not only to celebrate but to up-
lift. For these 6,000 souls are like the
Good Samaritan. They are not too busy
to stop by the wayside and help some-
one.

The story of the Good Samaritan was
that every single person that passed
this battered and bruised person had
something else to do, had somewhere
else to go. But yet the Good Samaritan
took his time and stopped. These 6,000
souls are like the Good Samaritan.

In Houston alone, with some 1.7 mil-
lion residents, we have over 150,000 who
are marginally homeless every night.
We need housing. I was very gratified
with volunteers who will come from
my office throughout the week to have
been able to join the volunteers yester-
day on the first day and to work along-
side of them in the sweltering heat,
some 98 degrees, but none of us really
felt it, for the joy of doing something
for someone else.

We worked alongside the Gibson fam-
ily, not unlike many families, Mr. and
Mrs. Gibson with two children and one
on the way. For the past few years they
have lived in a small apartment in a di-
lapidated building, the whole while
looking for ways that they could better
their living situation. Like many fami-
lies, they searched for options that
would help them make a way and to
also take their hard-earned money and
to invest in something other than a
landlord, paying rent. They wanted to
own their own piece of the pie, if you
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will, their own piece of this great Na-
tion.

I am so very delighted that Wade and
Shalina Gibson spent their time yester-
day along with the rest of us bending
and lifting and pulling and nailing and
placing what we call styrofoam boards,
the blue boards, and working alongside
of so many different people.

I think their work answers the ques-
tion, because I would not even want to
address it but I have heard people say,
is the Habitat for Humanity giving
people something?

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I believe in
giving to those who are in need. It is
our challenge to help the least of our
brothers and sisters. But let us set the
record straight. Habitat for Humanity
is a project where those who receive
the benefits of this housing are right in
there with the rest of them. They are
there toiling and building and lifting.
We in this Nation should not be so big
that we cannot give to those who are in
need. But in this instance the Gibson
family and so many other families, the
Beck family and so many that I could
not call, were there working hard in
order to ensure a better quality of life
for their children.

Mr. Speaker, let me also thank the
many corporate sponsors in my area.
The Sakowitz area in the 18th Congres-
sional District where I worked all day
yesterday was an area that had been
undeveloped and had been run down.
How gratifying now that we will have
homeowners with their own grass in
the front yard and in the backyard,
maybe a basketball court, the ability
to go to the neighborhood park with
their families, a community that will
be developed and enriched because of
their involvement. I want to thank
those corporate sponsors for their sup-
port, and I want to thank this Nation
and thank President Carter and the
founders of Habitat for Humanity.

Mr. Speaker, let me simply say, it
was the best thing that I have seen in
a long, long while. It was the true spir-
it of America. It makes me proud to be
an American. And, yes, Mr. Speaker,
we began it on Flag Day. I hope that
we will see many more opportunities
like that.

I rise to acknowledge the miracles wrought
by Habitat for Humanity in my district, through-
out this week.

Through the efforts of Former-President
Jimmy and Mrs. Cater, the Founders of Habi-
tat for Humanity, and 6000 miracle-working
volunteers, 100 homes will be built for needy
families this week in the City of Houston. The
volunteers come from places like Arizona, In-
diana, California and Pennsylvania.

President Carter, before the building began,
mentioned that we were ‘‘destined in Houston
to see a miracle, one that [we] will never for-
get’’. He was 100% correct.

I witnessed one of those miracles. For the
better part of the day, yesterday, I and a few
friends worked on the soon-to-be-home of the
Gibson Family.

The Gibson Family is not unlike many fami-
lies in the City of Houston. They have two chil-
dren, both girls, under the age of ten, and an-

other on the way. For the past few years, they
have lived in a small apartment in a dilapi-
dated building, the whole while, looking for
ways that they could better their living situa-
tion. Like many families, they searched for op-
tions that would keep them from having to
send their hard-earned money to the landlord
every month, knowing that they would never
own a piece of that property. How pleased we
were that they were able to be part of the
Carter Project located on Sakcowitz Street in
my 18th congressional district in Houston.

When Wade and Shalina Gibson heard
about the possibility that they could own their
own home, through Habitat for Humanity, they
took all of the necessary steps to ensure their
candidacy. Needless to say, they were ec-
static to receive the news that their application
had been approved.

Unlike many of the underprivileged families
in Houston, the Gibson Family got their
chance to better their status through home-
ownership. It would take a lot of elbow-grease
and hard work, but they were more than
happy to do it. They have worked hard for the
opportunity to pay a mortgage instead of a
rent bill. They have worked hard to own part
of the American Dream. I was honored to
work along side of them in helping to build
their home. I will never be the same. I saw a
miracle truly happening.

I worked along-side Wade and Shalina yes-
terday. Although the work was strenuous, es-
pecially under the hot sun, it was joyful and
exhilarating. Shalina’s passion for carpentry
was particularly zealous, and occasionally, be-
cause she is pregnant, we had to force her to
take short breaks. Colleagues, I hope that we
can all adopt some of the Gibson work-ethic.

The Gibson home will be a modest one.
However, it will be cherished, by the parents,
by their children, and eventually, by their
grandchildren.

You see, the Gibson home is a labor of
love. Its foundation is poured from the con-
crete of community unity. Its walls are crafted
by the goodwill and generosity of the human
spirit. Its ceiling, and the ceiling for the Gibson
Family, is limitless.

I congratulate them, and the 99 other fami-
lies who will be receiving homes through the
Habitat for Humanity Program this week. I
congratulate President Carter, and his army of
miracle-workers, for their fantastic efforts to
bring hope to a community that desperately
needs it.

I pledge my loyal support to Habitat for Hu-
manity and the people that make it work—the
volunteers. I ask that my colleagues do the
same. These people truly embody the best of
the human spirit, and I applaud their heroic ef-
forts.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEHLERT)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BOEHLERT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will

appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

f

RETINAL DEGENERATIVE
DISEASES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. The gift of
sight, Mr. Speaker, is one of our most
precious. For those of us who are fortu-
nate to have healthy eyesight, we often
fail to recognize that there are those
who suffer from debilitating diseases
that impair their vision and that often-
times may lead to complete blindness.

Retinal degenerative diseases are a
group of diseases that affect the eye’s
innermost layer. They are inherited,
the hereditary pattern varying from
family to family.

The most common forms of the dis-
eases are macular degeneration, which
is the leading cause of blindness among
seniors, retinitis pigmentosa, and Ush-
er’s syndrome.

Retinitis pigmentosa is an inherited
disease that is usually diagnosed at
childhood and is characterized by an
increasing loss of peripheral vision.
Usher’s syndrome is also inherited and
is accompanied by varying degrees of
deafness and the development of retini-
tis pigmentosa. Macular degeneration
is thought to be caused by a combina-
tion of genetic and environmental fac-
tors and is characterized by a loss of
central vision.

These diseases can be detected in
routine eye exams; however, they are
fairly difficult to diagnose in their
early stages. Retinal degenerative dis-
eases cause a loss of vision due to loss
of light-sensing photoreceptor cells in
the retina. They are responsible for the
loss of sight of over 6 million Ameri-
cans across our country. These diseases
unfortunately have no treatment and
no cure.

Last Wednesday, along with the
Foundation Fighting Blindness and a
very special family from my congres-
sional district, the Lidsky family, we
held a congressional briefing on retinal
degenerative diseases. Three of the four
Lidsky children, and they are the chil-
dren of Carlos and Betty Lidsky, have
been affected by retinal degenerative
diseases. One of these wonderful chil-
dren, Isaac, spoke at this briefing and
detailed to us how he has been affected
by this disease. Isaac, who aspires to be
an attorney just like his father one day
soon, has big dreams. One of them is to
find a cure for this disease that is re-
sponsible for slowly taking away his
eyesight.

Isaac and his sisters, Doria and Ilana,
who also have this challenge, reminded
us that this disease has overwhelming
effects on the lives of those who are af-
flicted. He also reminded us about the
bravery and the perseverance of the
human spirit. He is not letting this dis-
ease conquer his dreams nor his hopes
of someday very soon finding a cure.
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My colleagues and I also had the op-

portunity to meet Patrick Leahy, a
young 25-year-old Maryland native who
works in the office of Senator FRED
THOMPSON. Patrick is afflicted with
Leibers, one of the forms of retinitis
pigmentosa.

Regardless of the debilitating effects
of these groups of diseases that Patrick
and Isaac are afflicted with, they are
both successful young men who make
us proud of their accomplishments and
of their unwavering optimism.

I would like to thank Isaac, Doria,
Ilana, Patrick and all Americans who
are dealing every day with these dis-
eases. We want to offer them additional
hope for a future in which we can soon
eradicate retinal degenerative diseases.

Research scientists at the Founda-
tion Fighting Blindness are making
significant and exciting advances in
the fight against retinal degenerative
diseases. The most solid advances have
been in the discovery of several new
genes whose mutations cause retinal
degenerations. These discoveries are
critical, because they allow us to come
closer to understanding the causes of
these diseases and how one day doctors
will be able to repair these genetic
mutations.

There have been significant discov-
eries in the areas of molecular engi-
neering and gene therapy. There have
been significant advances made in the
lab with vectors which are modified vi-
ruses that transport normal replace-
ment genes into cells to help them
function. This past year, there was sig-
nificant improvement in the new gen-
eration of vectors which have the po-
tential of being safer and more effec-
tive.

In the area of retinal
transplantations, animals tested in
labs with pigment cell transplantation
proved that such procedures can effec-
tively delay the degenerative process.

These tests must now be taken to the
clinical trial level where we can find
out their effectiveness on humans. This
is why it is very critical to promote
educational research.

Our prayers are with the Lidsky fam-
ily and with all of those who are simi-
larly affected.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SCARBOROUGH addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Washington (Mrs. LINDA
SMITH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington
addressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

SPEAKER’S ACTION WITH RE-
SPECT TO U.S. POLICY IN MID-
DLE EAST COMES UNDER AT-
TACK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I have great
reverence for this House and great re-
spect for the office of the Speakership.
It is, after all, the third highest office
in the land, and despite partisan at-
tachment, the Speaker, as the leader of
the legislative branch of government,
serves as a symbolic representative of
every Member. The manner in which he
fulfills that role reflects, like it or not,
on all of us.

That is why I must express great re-
gret about the recent action of Speaker
GINGRICH with respect to U.S. policy in
the Middle East. In my view, this rep-
resents the most reckless and destruc-
tive undermining of an American peace
effort that I have ever seen.

Mr. Speaker, I have been closely in-
volved with U.S. policy toward the
Middle East since 1974, when I first
began my service on the Subcommittee
on Foreign Operations of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. From 1984 until
1994, I chaired that subcommittee. I
think it is fair to say that during that
time, every effort by any American
President to pull Arabs and Israel to-
ward peace was supported on a biparti-
san basis by our subcommittee and by
the Congress as a whole.

When President Carter, at great po-
litical risk to himself, pressured both
the Egyptian and Israeli Governments
to reach an agreement at Camp David,
the Congress supported his action.
When President Reagan and Secretary
Shultz withheld debt restructuring
from Israel until its government adopt-
ed economic reforms that were a nec-
essary precondition for bringing ramp-
ant inflation under control, the Con-
gress supported that tough medicine in
a bipartisan fashion, and that enabled
us to provide some crucial help to sta-
bilize Israel’s economy.

When President Bush courageously
withheld loan guarantees from Israel
until Israeli policy on West Bank set-
tlements no longer conflicted with
long-standing American policy, those
of us in positions of responsibility sup-
ported him, and the peace process
moved forward.

The historic ceremony that cele-
brated the Oslo Accords reached be-
tween Mr. Arafat, representing the Pal-
estinians, and Prime Minister Rabin,
representing the State of Israel and
hosted by President Clinton, would
never have occurred if it had not been
for President Bush’s courage.

b 1815

Since that time the road to peace in
the Middle East has been harmed be-
cause of foot dragging by the Syrian
government, because of vicious terror-

ist activities by Palestinian extrem-
ists, the sometimes disingenuous ac-
tions of the Palestinian leadership and,
most of all, because of the assassina-
tion of Prime Minister Rabin by a
rabid anti-peace Israeli citizen. The
collapse of that peace process would
have grave implications for every party
in the Middle East. It also would have
grave consequences for the United
States, for our security, for our world
influence and even for the safety of our
citizens at home and abroad.

Recognizing that fact after much pa-
tient hand holding with both sides,
President Clinton, Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright, Assistant Sec-
retary Martin Indyk and our tireless
Mideast negotiator, Ambassador Den-
nis Ross, presented to both sides their
best assessment of what interim steps
needed to be taken to keep the peace
process from collapsing. At that point
the Speaker of this House took a num-
ber of actions, the result of which
clearly undercut and undermined U.S.
peace making efforts in the region and
raised the risk of catastrophe.

First, the Speaker described Ameri-
ca’s Secretary of State as being an
agent of the Palestinians in negotia-
tions. He then attacked President Clin-
ton for turning America into a bully in
the peace process because the Presi-
dent, acting as an honest broker be-
tween the parties, has courageously
and frankly spelled out to both sides
the best assessment by our negotiators
of what minimum actions would be re-
quired to keep the Oslo process alive.

The United States is not today and
has never been a bully in the Middle
East process. Quite the contrary. It has
been an incredibly generous bene-
factor. The United States has provided
Israel with $75 billion in direct U.S. as-
sistance and $10 billion in loan guaran-
tees. Sixty-five billion dollars of that
has been provided since 1977, and those
numbers do not count various other
packages of assistance that this Con-
gress has provided through less direct
and less obvious means. Under Presi-
dent Clinton alone Israel has received
$18.7 billion in direct aid and $8 billion
in loan guarantees plus a number of ad-
ditional valuable items. For that kind
of money the President has not just
the right, but an obligation, to provide
leadership toward a peace settlement
especially when we have been invited
by both sides to do so.

Now a letter from the Speaker al-
leges that the administration’s, quote,
strong-arm tactics send a clear symbol
to supporters of terrorism that the
murderous actions are an effective tool
in forcing concessions from Israel, end
quote. In my view that kind of rhetoric
completely ignores the facts and in my
view is the worst kind of excess. Presi-
dent Clinton’s record in fighting ter-
rorism is exquisitely clear, strong and
consistent, especially in the Mideast.
In 1996, after a horrible series of at-
tacks in March, President Clinton trav-
eled to Israel and along with 20 other
world leaders vowed to renew the fight
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against terrorism and pledged an addi-
tional $100 million to assist in that ef-
fort. To make matters worse, after the
Speaker wrote his letter, he then trav-
eled to Israel and gave Israeli leaders
the clear message that in any disagree-
ment between the Clinton administra-
tion and the Israeli government that
they and not the President could count
on the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, the Logan Act provides
as follows:

Quote: Any citizen of the United
States who carries on any intercourse
with any foreign government with in-
tent to influence its measure of con-
duct in relation to any dispute or con-
troversies with the United States shall
be fined or imprisoned not more than 3
years or both.

I will not suggest that the Speaker
violated the Logan Act by imposing
U.S. policy in conversations with the
leaders of other governments, although
he, in fact, years ago did accuse a pre-
vious Speaker, Speaker Wright, myself
and a number of others of doing so.
What raised Mr. GINGRICH’s ire at the
time was a much more limited action
which consisted of our simply writing a
letter to the then President of Nica-
ragua. In the letter we indicated that
even though we were publicly known to
be opponents of U.S. military aid to
the Contras we nonetheless urged him
to support the principle of open and
fair elections in his country, and when
he did, by the way, he was voted out of
office.

No, I will not accuse the Speaker of
that action although there is one clear
difference between our actions and that
case and the actions of the Speaker in
this one. Our letter asks Mr. Ortega to
do something that was fully consistent
with U.S. policy, to support such elec-
tions. In contrast, Speaker GINGRICH’s
counsel to Israel was to feel free to re-
sist U.S. policy.

When Mr. GINGRICH was attacking
Mr. Wright, he told the House during
the course of debate, quote, it is not
the business of the legislative branch
to be engaged in negotiations with for-
eign leaders, to be talking directly
with people as though they were the
executive branch. The history is clear
over and over that that is precisely
what they, the Founding Fathers, were
terrified of because of the Articles of
Confederation, end quote.

It should be noted that the letter
that Mr. GINGRICH attempted to bring
into question was consistent with this
Nation’s foreign policy not only with
respect to what it requested of Nica-
ragua, but also with respect to other
comments which it might have con-
tained but did not. Unlike the Speak-
er’s present actions, our letter made no
criticism of any U.S. official, diplomat
or negotiator representing our Govern-
ment in the region. It certainly con-
tained no offer or indication that the
Congress, acting separately from the
executive, would respond with any as-
sistance or other incentive if its sepa-
rate policy conditions were met. By

contrast, Mr. GINGRICH is openly criti-
cal of the offers made and the positions
taken by those whose responsibility it
is to negotiate on behalf of the United
States. He has virtually invited a for-
eign government not to take the deal
that his own government has offered.
His actions undercut the ability of the
Secretary of State to pursue peace in
the region.

Mr. Speaker, the actions and utter-
ances of Speaker GINGRICH can produce
downright dangerous results. If any of
us contribute to the illusion that there
can be any long term security for
Israel or anyone else with interests in
the region so long as there is no
progress on the peace front, we invite
tragedy.

As Tom Friedman, the respected Pul-
itzer Prize winning columnist from the
New York Times, said recently, quote,
believe it or not, there is still a Middle
East. Out there pressure is mounting to
bring Iraq back into the Arab fold.
Saudi Arabia is trying to organize an
Arab conference. It would probably
freeze Israel-Arab relations as long as
the peace process is frozen. The Hamas
leader, Sheik Yassin, has just com-
pleted a triumphant money-raising
tour of Arab capitals as part of his goal
to wipe out Yasser Arafat, and then
Israel, and Jordan is terrified that Mr.
Netanyahu is going to reject the U.S.
plan and make it impossible for Jordan
to sustain its relationship with Israel.
Mr. Friedman then goes on to say, we
have seen this sort of pro-Israel muscle
beach party before where everyone
thinks that the only reality is U.S.-
Israel politics and that everyone else is
a paper tiger. It was 15 years ago when
on May 17, 1983, the Reagan team in
Israel’s Likud government crammed
down the throats of the Lebanese an
unbalanced, totally pro-Israel plan for
the withdrawal of most, but not all,
Israeli troops from Lebanon. But the
May 17th agreement was never imple-
mented. The U.S. marine compound in
Beirut was blown up 5 months after it
was signed, and both the marines and
Israel had to pull out of central Leb-
anon unilaterally at great cost and
leaving an enormous mess.

Now, Mr. Speaker, both the Arab
world and Israel have lost great lead-
ers, have literally given their lives for
peace. I remember talking to President
Sadat in Egypt shortly after Camp
David. In a long conversation I asked
him if he thought that the new agree-
ment at Camp David represented a sep-
arate peace between Israel and Egypt
or whether it would be the first step in
a comprehensive peace process that
would address the Palestinian problem.
I do not know, he replied, but if it is
not the latter, I will be dead within 5
years. And he was.

The last time I saw Yitzhak Rabin,
whom I had grown to love and respect
over 20 years, he asked me two things.
The first was to do my best to keep
Congress from interjecting itself into
relations between the executive
branches of our two governments. He

felt strongly, going back to the time of
his negotiations with President Nixon,
that negotiations should be between
the two executives. The second was to
prevent well meaning but misguided
friends of Israel in the Congress from
taking actions that would prevent the
U.S. Government from dealing directly
with the PLO. ‘‘If you cannot deal with
them,’’ he said, ‘‘you lose your unique
position as the only party in the world
who can serve as an honest broker in
our neighborhood, and if you cannot
deal with the PLO, then there is only
Hamas, the extremist militant
rejectionists, and that would be disas-
ter.’’

Shortly thereafter the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON), the rank-
ing Democrat on the House Committee
on International Relations, was explor-
ing opportunities to obtain a unani-
mous consent agreement on the House
floor to bring up legislation that would
have renewed the authority for the
U.S. Government to deal with the PLO.
It was made clear by a junior Member
on the Republican side of the aisle that
an objection would be lodged if that re-
quest were offered. At that point I ap-
proached Mr. GINGRICH on the House
floor, and I said, ‘‘Newt, please. You
can’t let this happen. It will make it
harder for Rabin to move the peace
process forward.’’

He looked at me and said, ‘‘Dave, you
have to understand. I am Likud.’’

Shortly thereafter Rabin was assas-
sinated. After that, the objections dis-
appeared, and the legislation was
passed, and some of the same politi-
cians who on this floor blocked action
before Rabin died scrambled to then
climb on board after he died, and their
action brought to mind, at least to me,
Will Rogers’ observation that nothing
is quite as pitiful as the sight of a flock
of politicians in full flight from their
own responsibility.

Mr. Speaker, there are human lives
on the line. Our taxpayers have in-
vested countless billions and a major
portion of our total storehouse of for-
eign-policy resources, military, eco-
nomic, diplomatic toward the goal of
preventing future wars in this region
and alleviating the tensions that result
on an almost weekly basis in deaths
from terrorism and organized military
action. At this particular moment that
investment is seriously at risk. The
last thing the United States needs is a
loose cannon rummaging around the
Middle East making an uncoordinated
and unauthorized representation of
U.S. policy or legislative policy. Mr.
GINGRICH on this issue does not speak
for the U.S. Government, he does not
speak for the State Department, he
does not speak for the United States
Senate, and he does not speak for this
House. He is certainly entitled to voice
his views on foreign policy publicly,
even if they are contrary to the policy
of the U.S. Government. The Constitu-
tion gives every American, including
Members of Congress, the right to be
wrong. It even gives them the right to
make fools of themselves.
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However, Mr. Speaker, the Speaker
of this House is not entitled to act uni-
laterally as an independent emissary
representing his own personal foreign
policy; he is not entitled to act like the
Secretary of State in waiting. I would
like to continue to believe that he is
not putting domestic politics above the
national interest.

Mr. Speaker, as Pat Holt, writing for
the Christian Science Monitor wrote
last week, quote, ‘‘One of the so far un-
surmountable difficulties is that nei-
ther most Jews nor most Palestinians
are willing to admit that the other side
has always suffered legitimate griev-
ances. If either group could see their
dispute through the eyes of each other,
the peace process would take a giant
leap forward.’’

Instead, in my view, the Speaker’s
actions are likely to make that leap
more difficult.

Mr. Speaker, U.S. Presidents have
consistently exerted pressure on Israel
as a friend and ally in the context of
obtaining diplomatic solutions to com-
plex problems. In 1973 under President
Nixon, the United States threatened to
reassess Israeli relations in order to se-
cure withdrawals in the 1973 war. Presi-
dent Carter exercised his influence
over Menachem Begin at Camp David
to grant concessions on giving the
Sinai Peninsula back to Egypt. He also
exercised his influence over Anwar
Sadat to not insist on concessions be-
yond Camp David to the Palestinians.
Both of those actions were necessary to
move the process forward. President
Bush took a courageous stand in 1991 to
withhold support for U.S. loan guaran-
tees to Israel until understandings on
Israeli settlements were reached.

These were all tough actions taken
by U.S. leaders to help a friend, and
Israel is a friend, while at the same
time protecting U.S. national inter-
ests. What the Speaker has done, in my
view, is to make it more difficult for
Israel to make tough decisions that it
needs to think through and make for
their own long-term interests.

That is no doubt why the column
written about this episode by Thomas
Friedman in The New York Times was
headlined, ‘‘Brainless in Gaza.’’ It is
also probably why Richard Cohen of
the Washington Post wrote, quote,
‘‘Whatever the case, the Speaker is
playing with fire. Netanyahu is a noto-
riously unpredictable fellow who vacil-
lates between accommodating the Pal-
estinians and rebuffing them. He has
an inflated view of his standing in Con-
gress. (The Israeli press quoted him as
vowing to ’burn down Washington’ if
Clinton publicly blamed him for scut-
tling the peace process), which GING-
RICH has done precious little to correct.
His political allies are some of the
most reactionary and fanatical ele-
ments in Israeli society, zealots who
want land more than peace. They know
what God intends. Others, though, are
less sure. In fact, a good many Israelis
think there will be no security until

Israel and the Palestinians reach an
agreement about land. GINGRICH has
now complicated that process, encour-
aging Netanyahu in his intransigence
and Arab radicals in their bitterness.’’

Mr. Speaker, I would add parentheti-
cally, it also makes it easier for cyni-
cal Palestinian rejectionists to under-
cut any willingness displayed by the
PLO leadership to live up to their
promises.

Richard Cohen then concluded his
column as follows: Quote, ‘‘If the Nobel
Committee gives a booby prize for
peace, this year’s winner is a foregone
conclusion. NEWT, take a bow.’’

Mr. Speaker, the world’s Jews and
Israelis in particular have paid a ter-
rible price for the world’s intermittent
fits of insanity. Israel would not have
been created without the actions of the
United States 50 years ago in trying to
create a place that would be a sanc-
tuary for that insanity.

Because we helped create the State of
Israel, we have a special obligation to
stand by it and to assure its survival.
But with that obligation comes a con-
current obligation to be frank and
truthful with them and the world about
what steps we believe are necessary to
change the Middle East into a neigh-
borhood that is safer for Israel’s sur-
vival. For any American President to
be silent in the face of Israeli indeci-
sion or miscalculation would be the ul-
timate failure of friendship. The Presi-
dent and our negotiators, who long ago
have demonstrated their concern for
Israel’s future, have courageously rec-
ognized that.

Now, ultimately, the hard decisions
that need to be made are Israeli and
Palestinian decisions. The President
and our negotiators have long ago dem-
onstrated that they understand that
too. Let them make those decisions in
honest dialogue in partnership with the
steady and knowledgeable American
hands who have worked with them
under Republican and Democratic ad-
ministrations alike. Let them not be
misled by new-to-the-scene kibitzers in
Congress who, despite their bravado, do
not really know the territory or the
sensitivities and cross-currents and in-
tricacies that shape it.

It may be popular for individual
Members of Congress to issue pro-
nouncements that tell our friends at
home and abroad what they want to
hear, but that is not what dangerous
situations require. They require
thoughtful, measured and judicious co-
operation between the executive and
legislative branches of government.
That, unfortunately, has not been
forthcoming from this congressional
leadership on this issue. It is about
time that it is.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2646,
THE EDUCATION SAVINGS AND
SCHOOL EXCELLENCE ACT OF
1998

Mr. HASTINGS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 105–579) on the resolution (H.
Res. 471) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2646) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
allow tax-free expenditures from edu-
cation individual retirement accounts
for elementary and secondary school
expenses, to increase the maximum an-
nual amount of contributions to such
accounts, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3097, THE TAX CODE TERMI-
NATION ACT OF 1998

Mr. HASTINGS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 105–580) on the resolution (H.
Res. 472) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 3097) to terminate the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, which was
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

f

NUCLEAR TESTS NOT A PRODUCT
OF KASHMIR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to voice my concern over efforts
to link Kashmir to the underground
nuclear tests conducted by India and
Pakistan.

As my colleagues know, India and
Pakistan conducted nuclear tests last
month. The United States condemned
the tests and immediately imposed
economic sanctions on both countries.
The United States has called for both
India and Pakistan to stop further nu-
clear tests, not to weaponize their nu-
clear arsenal, sign nonproliferation
treaties, and work towards easing ten-
sions in South Asia. These are goals
that I fully support.

However, there seems to be a growing
movement to link Kashmir to the nu-
clear tests, a linkage which makes no
sense, in my opinion.

Earlier this week, Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright stated that the ‘‘re-
cent decisions by India and Pakistan to
conduct nuclear tests reflect old think-
ing about national greatness and old
fears stemming from a boundary dis-
pute that goes back more than 5 dec-
ades.’’

In the Senate, there has been talk of
a resolution that would call for U.N.
mediation in Kashmir through a U.N.
Security Council resolution. The reso-
lution would also ask the United
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States representative at the U.N. to
hold talks with both Pakistani and In-
dian diplomats at the U.N.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that third-
party mediation with regard to Kash-
mir would be counterproductive. The
conflict in Kashmir is 50 years old. It
has plagued the 2 countries long before
they developed their nuclear programs.
Interference by the United Nations, the
United States or any other country
would not help. In fact, the 2 countries
agreed to bilateral resolution of Kash-
mir, among other issues, through the
similar accords that they signed in
1972.

The State Department has a long-
standing policy that India and Paki-
stan must resolve the Kashmir issue di-
rectly, and I do not want this to
change.

I was happy to read that the Indian
Government earlier this week said that
it would pursue efforts for a broad-
based and sustained dialogue with
Pakistan, and I would say that positive
steps such as the resumption of talks
between India and Pakistan can only
help resolve this volatile issue. But as
I have said previously, the nuclear
tests were not a product of Kashmir.
Instead, I would argue that the grow-
ing military and nuclear relationship
between Pakistan and China pushed
India to conduct these tests. Just one
week after Pakistan conducted its nu-
clear tests, U.S. intelligence agencies
boarded a Chinese ship carrying weap-
ons materials and electronics destined
for Pakistan. This ship was carrying
arms materials that included special
metals and electronics for the produc-
tion of Chinese-designed anti-tank mis-
siles made by Pakistan’s A.Q. Khan Re-
search Laboratories.

Mr. Speaker, China’s ballistic missile
relationship with Pakistan has prompt-
ed more international concern than
China’s missile trade with any other
country. The director of the CIA stated
that ‘‘The Chinese provided a tremen-
dous variety of assistance to both
Iran’s and Pakistan’s ballistic missile
programs.’’

It has been reported that China has
been working with Pakistan in the
sales of M–11 missiles and related tech-
nology and equipment since the late
1980s. Earlier this year, Pakistan suc-
cessfully tested the Ghauri missile.
This missile has a range of 1,500 kilo-
meters, and it is believed that the Chi-
nese may have had a role in its devel-
opment. The Ghauri missile can be
fitted with a nuclear device.

Last week, President Clinton stated
that China must play an important
role in resolving tensions between
India and Pakistan. He stated that
China must help ‘‘forge a common
strategy for moving India and Pakistan
back from the nuclear arms race.’’

Now, I have to say that I applaud the
President and the Clinton administra-
tion and my colleagues’ desire to re-
duce tensions and bring peace to South
Asia in response to the nuclear tests.
However, and I stress, that asking

China to play a major role as mediator
in general makes no sense, given their
role in Pakistan’s nuclear develop-
ment. I would suggest instead that the
United States needs to continue a bi-
lateral dialogue with the Indian Gov-
ernment and encourage the Indian Gov-
ernment to move away from nuclear
proliferation. We, that is the United
States, we are in the best position to
work with the Indian Government our-
selves to achieve this goal.

f

ILLNESSES AFFECTING GULF WAR
VETERANS AND CAMPAIGN FI-
NANCE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to address the Chamber, and I, for
the benefit of those who follow, I sus-
pect that I will be about 20 minutes. I
will not be using my full hour.

I would like to talk about 2 issues. I
would like to talk about the problem
that our Gulf War veterans faced when
they returned home, and I would also
like to touch as well on the whole issue
of reform, campaign finance reform,
and other reforms that this chamber
has sought to deal with.

Mr. Speaker, I have the incredible
opportunity of chairing the Sub-
committee on Human Resources which
oversees the Departments of HHS,
Labor, Education, Veterans Affairs,
and Housing and Urban Development,
HUD. In my capacity as chairman, we
have looked at the issue of Gulf War
illnesses and have had 13 hearings in
the last 31⁄2 years. We have called in the
Department of Veterans Affairs, we
have called in the Department of De-
fense, we have called in the CIA, to try
to get a handle on the problems that
our Gulf War veterans have faced when
they returned home. Out of the 700,000
that have returned, almost 100,000 have
had some types of physical problems to
deal with and have sought to have
their illnesses be dealt with by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs.

The bottom line to our investigation
is that we want our troops properly di-
agnosed, effectively treated, and fairly
compensated, and to this point, we do
not feel that this has happened.

Our investigation found that a com-
bination of exposures were most likely
the cause of illnesses, and these expo-
sures are chemical and biological war-
fare agents, experimental drugs and
vaccines, pesticides, leaded diesel fuel,
depleted uranium, oil well fires, con-
taminated water, and parasites as well.
Sadly, our Federal Government has not
listened to our veterans. Our Federal
Government has had a tin ear, a very
cold heart, and an extremely closed
mind.

When we completed the 11 of our 13
hearings, we issued a major report and
had a number of findings, 18 in total.

We determined that the VA and the
Pentagon did not properly listen to
sick Gulf War veterans in terms of the
possible causes of their illness. We be-
lieve exposure to toxic agents in the
Gulf War contributed to veterans’ ill-
nesses.

We believe there is no credible evi-
dence that stress or Post Traumatic
Stress Disorder caused the illnesses re-
ported by many Gulf War veterans.
Among the 18 recommendations in our
report was that Congress should enact
legislation establishing the presump-
tion that veterans were exposed to haz-
ardous materials known to have been
present in the Gulf War theater.
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That the FDA should not grant a
waiver of informed consent require-
ments allowing the Pentagon to use ex-
perimental or investigational drugs un-
less the President signs off and ap-
proves. These were just a few of our
recommendations.

Believe it or not, Mr. Speaker, our
troops were ordered to take an experi-
mental drug referred to as PB. This
was a drug that was intended to ward
off the degeneration of the nervous sys-
tem and our troops were being required
to take this drug as a prophylactic to
protect them from any possible chemi-
cal or biological agents. It was used, in
other words, as an experimental drug
to do something it was not designed to
do. Our troops did not have the option
to decide whether or not to do this.
They were under order. If they did not
live by their order, they would be pros-
ecuted by the military.

We have come forward now with
three bills to deal with not just the use
of experimental drugs but also to deal
with the potential of chemical and bio-
logical warfare agent exposure, to deal
with pesticides, to deal with leaded die-
sel fuel, to deal with depleted uranium.

Depleted uranium is the material
that is used to protect our military
equipment, our tanks and our armored
vehicles. It is a very hard substance. It
is in fact depleted uranium. It is also
used as the shell, as the projectile to
penetrate armored vehicles. When
there is penetration of an armored ve-
hicle, the projectile disintegrates into
powder and this is depleted uranium.

Mr. Speaker, we had our soldiers who
were not told about the dangers of de-
pleted uranium. Some of them went in
actual tanks that had been destroyed
to witness the carnage firsthand and to
take souvenirs. In fact, they exposed
themselves to depleted uranium.

Their exposure to oil well fires is well
documented. Contaminated water,
parasites and pesticides. But they were
also exposed to defensive use of chemi-
cals.

When we had our hearing and had the
Department of Defense and the VA
come before us, we were told that our
troops were not exposed to any offen-
sive use of chemicals. The word ‘‘offen-
sive’’ is important because at the time
that the DOD and the CIA told us this,
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they knew that our troops were ex-
posed to defensive use of chemicals and
potential biological agents. They knew
this because they knew of Khamisiyah
which was a Iraqi depot that our troops
blew up not by bombs from planes and
rockets from planes, but by actually
coming and destroying these facilities
by setting charges.

We had set a hearing on a Tuesday.
The Tuesday hearing was going to ex-
pose the fact that our troops were ex-
posed in Khamisiyah. So our Depart-
ment of Defense announced that they
would hold a press conference on Fri-
day at 4 o’clock in which they an-
nounced that our troops may have been
exposed to the defensive use of chemi-
cals in Khamisiyah. This was a press
conference called at 12 o’clock for 4
o’clock on a Friday to frankly disclose
this information before it would be dis-
closed at a hearing that we had on
Tuesday. The reason why it was dis-
closed is that we actually had pictures
of the chemicals before they were
blown up.

At first, the Department of Defense
said that possibly 500 of our soldiers
were exposed. They jumped that to
1,000, then they jumped it to 5,000, and
then jumped that to 10,000 and then
20,000 because the plumes went well be-
yond the original range that they had
discussed when they originally dis-
closed that our troops were exposed.

So we had our troops exposed to de-
fensive chemical warfare agents. They
were ordered, all 700,000, to take an ex-
perimental drug and vaccines as well.
They were exposed to pesticides, leaded
diesel fuel, depleted uranium, well-oil
fires, contaminated water, parasites.
And when our soldiers came to talk
about their maladies, they were told it
was all in their mind.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I think we are be-
yond that point. We are at the point
now in which I would like to talk about
three bills. One bill introduced by the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY) reflects the recommendation
of our committee that an agency other
than the Department of Defense or VA
should control Gulf War research agen-
da.

One of our recommendations was the
DOD and the VA had been part of the
problem and they should not control
the research agenda, because basically
they had put no faith in any of the po-
tential sources of Gulf War illnesses
and had been very reluctant, for in-
stance, to have any research done on
chemical exposure until just recently.

Their premise was that if our troops
did not basically drop dead on the spot,
they were not exposed to chemicals.
They did not accept the fact that low-
level exposure to chemicals could ulti-
mately lead to sickness and death. So
our committee supports the proposal
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
to take the research from the Depart-
ment of Defense and the VA.

Last week our subcommittee intro-
duced two other bills to implement our
report. The first is the Persian Gulf

War Veterans Act of 1998, H.R. 4036.
This would establish in law the pre-
sumption of service connection for ill-
ness associated with exposure to toxins
present in the war theater.

The Secretary of Veterans Affairs,
VA, would be required to accept the
findings of an independent scientific
body as to the illnesses linked with ac-
tual and presumed toxic exposures by
establishing a rebuttable presumption
of exposure and the presumption of
service connection for exposure effects.
The bill places the burden of proof
where it belongs, on the VA, not on the
sick veterans.

The bill would also require the VA to
commission an independent scientific
panel to conduct ongoing health sur-
veillance among Gulf War veterans. We
basically put the burden of proof on the
government to prove that a veteran
who is in fact sick, no one disputes
that, was sick due to their illness in
the Gulf War theater. The presumption
is with the veteran. The Department of
Veterans Affairs would have to prove
that this veteran was sick for some
other reason. If they cannot prove it,
the presumption is with the veteran.

The second bill, the Drugs and In-
formed Consent Armed Forces Protec-
tion Act of 1998, H.R. 4035, would amend
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act to require presidential concurrence
in any Department of Defense, DOD,
request for a waiver of informed con-
sent in connection with the adminis-
tration of an investigational or experi-
mental drug to members of the Armed
Forces.

The bill would also amend a section
of last year’s defense authorization bill
to require DOD to provide detailed
written information about investiga-
tional or experimental drugs to U.S.
forces before being administered. The
current provision allows DOD to re-
quire use of any investigation or exper-
imental drug and only provide basic in-
formation such as the name of the
drug, reason for use, side effects, and
drug interactions within 30 days after
initial administration, which by the
way the DOD did not do.

The DOD gave 700,000 of our troops,
with the consent of the FDA, an experi-
mental drug that may in fact have
caused serious illness with our soldiers.
They were ordered to take this drug.
They were not told of the dangers and
the DOD did not keep records as to who
took this drug and did not make any
examinations afterwards to determine
the effect of this drug.

So we would require the President of
the United States of America to sign
off if our troops were forced to take a
particular drug that was, in fact, ex-
perimental.

Mr. Speaker, I just would conclude
my comments to say again that what
we support our troops being properly
diagnosed, effectively treated, and fair-
ly compensated for their Gulf War ill-
nesses. We would hope and pray that
this House would take action on the
three bills that I described: The one

presented by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) that would
take the research away from the DOD
and VA, which has been part of the
problem, and give it to another agency;
that we would require the President to
sign off on any experimental drug
being administered to our troops under
order; and that we would place the pre-
sumption of illness with the veteran
and force the VA to do its job in prov-
ing that it was not an illness caused in
the Gulf War theater.

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

Mr. Speaker, I am not sure I have a
very good transition to my next issue,
but I would like to briefly talk about
campaign finance reform and to say
that this is an issue that the House of
Representatives has put off dealing
with for the 11 years that I have been
in this Chamber. In an effective way,
we have not had a fair and open debate.

It was my expectation that this
House, this Republican Congress of the
1994 election, this first Republican Con-
gress elected in 1994, taking power in
1995, would deal with a number of re-
form issues.

Praise the Lord, we dealt with con-
gressional accountability. We require
Congress to live under all the laws that
we impose on the rest of the Nation.
We did that under our rule, under our
leadership, but we did it on a biparti-
san basis. Republicans and Democrats
working together passed congressional
accountability.

Now Congress comes under all the
laws it exempted itself from for so
many years. The civil rights laws that
we were not under. The OSHA laws, Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Act. The
various laws that require us to have a
safe working place. The sexual harass-
ment laws that Members of Congress
were not under with its employees. The
40-hour work week with time-and-a-
half over 40 hours.

We exempted ourselves from all of
those acts that we imposed on the rest
of the Nation. But now we are under
them, and we should be. Congratula-
tions to Congress and the Republicans
and Democrats on both sides of the
aisle for making sure that happened.
That was a true reform.

We also passed a gift ban that basi-
cally says Members of Congress cannot
accept gifts. Maybe a hat, maybe a cer-
tificate, a book. We can accept that.
But the meals, the wining and dining,
the various expensive gifts that Mem-
bers were given that could go up to $100
and $250 cumulative, we banned them.
That was done under a Republican Con-
gress, but on a bipartisan basis. It did
not happen years ago. The ban took
place after the 1994 election, but on a
bipartisan basis.

For the first time since 1946, we
passed lobby disclosure. Now we know
there are far more individuals who
lobby Congress who are now having to
register than in the past. We have over
10,000 that have to register. Before it
was literally 1,000 or 2,000.

We have many people who are lobby-
ists and that is part of the law and part
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of the process. But now they have to
register and disclose information as to
how much they spend and the contacts
they make and who they try to influ-
ence and why they are trying to influ-
ence it. It is a disclosure that makes
sense and it happened under this Con-
gress, a Republican Congress, but on a
bipartisan basis.

Mr. Speaker, the one issue we failed
to deal with in the last Congress was
campaign finance reform. We failed to
deal with it. We dealt with three
issues: Congressional accountability,
the gift ban, and lobby disclosure on a
bipartisan basis, and we did it. But
campaign finance reform remains to be
dealt with in a fair and open process.

It was the expectation of many of us
that while we would not do it with the
last Congress, that we would do with it
the next Congress, the 105th Congress,
the Congress that took over in the be-
ginning of last year in 1997. It was our
hope and expectation that Republicans
and Democrats on a bipartisan basis
would want to deal with campaign fi-
nance reform.

There was a lot of debate and dia-
logue on the bipartisan and historic
budget agreement and many of us did
not push campaign finance reform be-
cause we felt that was the issue that
we first needed to deal with. But by the
fall, it became clear to us that we
could in fact deal with this issue and
that leadership did not want to.

There was a petition drive. There was
an effort on the part of Republicans
and Democrats to get this Republican
Congress to deal with campaign finance
reform and a promise that we would
deal with it in February or at the lat-
est March.

Obviously, Mr. Speaker, that has not
happened. We did not have a debate in
February. And towards the last week
in March, it was clear that leadership
did not want to deal with an amend-
ment, a major bill, the McCain-Fein-
gold legislation that was in the Senate
and referred to in the House as Shays-
Meehan or Meehan-Shays.

b 1900
This bill bans all soft money. Soft

money is the unlimited sums that indi-
viduals, corporations, labor unions, and
other interest groups can give to the
political parties which was supposed to
be used for party building and registra-
tion. But elected officials and party of-
ficials found ways to just bring it right
back to individual candidates and cir-
cumvent the campaign law.

A second issue, besides banning soft
money, and we would in fact ban it all,
money that goes to the Democratic
Party and money that goes to the Re-
publican Party, because it has been an
abused system that has simply allowed
unlimited sums from individuals, cor-
porations, and labor unions to go to
your individual candidates. We would
recognize that the sham issue ads are
truly campaign issue ads, are campaign
ads and treat them as campaign ads.

We do not take away anyone’s right
to speak. We do not do that. We just

say that if they are campaign ads, they
be treated as campaign ads and come
under the campaign laws, which means
people have a voice, but they have a
voice that requires that there be dis-
closure; and that, while they are not
limited on what they can spend, they
do follow the limitations of what they
can raise, as all campaign law has. We
cannot limit what can be spent. We can
limit what can be raised. We, in fact,
do that under the Constitution.

We require that if an individual can-
didate is referred to by picture or name
60 days prior to an election in a sham
issue ad, it is to be called a campaign
ad and come under the campaign laws.

We also use the 9th Circuit Court, the
unambiguous, unmistakable support or
opposition for a clearly identified can-
didate as a campaign ad, and that
would go through 365 days a year. We
codify the Beck decision, which means
this, that if you are not a member of
the union and you pay an agency fee,
you do not have to have in your agency
fee to the union money that goes for
political purposes. That is what the
Beck decision determined.

They did not determine that union
members could be exempt from a polit-
ical payment to the union for political
activities, rather, they determined
that if you were not a member of the
union, you did not have to have your
agency fee go for political activity.

My wife does not like me bringing
this up because she does not like me
bringing her up as an example in any-
thing, but I will say, notwithstanding
her objection, that she, in fact, has ex-
perienced this process of the Beck deci-
sion; and that is that, as a public
schoolteacher, she did not choose to
have her union dues go to support a gu-
bernatorial candidate she did not sup-
port, who happened in this case to be a
Democrat.

When she complained to her union,
she was told the only way that her
money could not go would be that she
could not be a member of the union. If
she paid an agency fee, they would
make sure they subtracted the amount
of the political payment.

So in fact she is not a member of the
union anymore. She has taken advan-
tage of the Beck decision, and she does
not have to make any political pay-
ment to a candidate she does not
choose to support.

In our bill, we improve the FEC dis-
closure and enforcement. We require
disclosure within 48 hours of a major
contribution and that the FEC put it
on the Internet within 24 hours. We
strengthen FEC disclosure and also en-
forcement.

We allow the FEC to speed up the
process to eliminate a frivolous com-
plaint. We also allow them to speed up
the process to take action on a com-
plaint that is not frivolous. We also say
that wealthy candidates can contribute
$50,000 or less. But if they contribute
more, then they cannot expect support
from their own political parties to aug-
ment the $50,000 they put into it. So if

they contribute $49,000, the parties can
contribute up to $61,000, but not if they
contribute more.

We ban franking mail, unsolicited
franking mail throughout the district 6
months to an election. Then we also
make clear foreign money and fund-
raising on government property is ille-
gal. Believe it or not, the Vice Presi-
dent of the United States was right.
There was no controlling authority for
raising soft money from a government
building.

It is not illegal to accept money from
a foreigner if it is not campaign
money. Soft money is not defined as
campaign money. It is not campaign
money. If it were campaign money, it
would come under the campaign laws.
It would have limits placed on it. There
are no limits.

So we need to correct an abuse that,
clearly, the spirit of the law was bro-
ken, but the law was not broken, which
allows me to make one point that I
think needs to be made time and again.

The big failing, in my judgment, with
Republicans is that we are not willing
to take up campaign finance reform.
We are willing to investigate wrong-
doing of the President and the adminis-
tration, as we should, but we do not
want to take up campaign finance re-
form.

The Democrats, on the other hand,
are willing to take up campaign fi-
nance reform, as they should, but are
not willing to hold the President ac-
countable for the actions that his ad-
ministration should be held account-
able for.

When Democrats investigated the
Nixon administration, they did not say
that the President of the United States
has broken the law; therefore, we do
not need to reform the system. They
said the President of the United States
has broken the law and should be held
accountable, and we need to reform the
system.

I have a gigantic regret that Repub-
licans have not made the same argu-
ment today. I believe the President of
the United States, his administration,
has broken the law and should be held
accountable. I also believe we need to
reform the system.

The foreign money and fund-raising
on government property is a case in
point. We know what the spirit of the
law is, but we also know that soft
money is not considered campaign
money. It does not come under the
campaign law. It was allowed by the
FEC years ago as party-building
money, not meant as campaign money.
But over time, it began to be a big sum
of money that both parties have now
raised for campaign purposes even
though it is not campaign law.

Mr. Speaker, I know that the other
speaker is ready to speak, and I have
gone over my 20 minutes, but I would
like to say that I believe it is abso-
lutely essential that my own party and
my own leadership keep faith with its
commitment to deal with campaign fi-
nance reform now, not later.
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The commitment originally that was

made was that we would deal with it in
February or March, and we did not do
that. We did not keep faith with our
commitment.

The commitment then, after a num-
ber of us got off a petition, was to deal
with this issue in May. Since May, we
have had a vote on a rule allowing for
debate on campaign finance reform. We
have had a general debate on campaign
finance reform. We have had a specific
debate on a constitutional amendment
brought forward by an individual who
did not even support the constitutional
amendment the individual was bring-
ing forward, and that is it.

Since the commitment that was
made to us in April, we have not had
debate of any consequence during the
time in May. We are already in the
middle of June. I was told last week
that the second rule on campaign fi-
nance reform would be debated on Fri-
day, in which I concurred and thought
that was some progress. That was not
debated. I am told we will bring it up
tomorrow. I am told we will have de-
bate on Wednesday and Thursday and
Friday. Now I have been told we will
have no debate next week on campaign
finance reform.

In my own mind, I do not understand
why this reform Republican Party
would oppose dealing with campaign fi-
nance reform. I do not know why my
reform-minded leadership would object
to dealing with this issue now, since we
are going to have an open debate with
endless amendments.

But there is a point where, if the
leadership refuses to allow for an open
debate to take place, then it forces us
to consider going back on petitions. It
forces us to take other action to ex-
press our concern with the process and
to force some kind of change.

I realize that I am only one Member
of 435, so I cannot force anything, but
218 Members can. Ultimately, there
have to be 218 Members in this House
who believe that the word of our lead-
ership should be honored and that we
should take up debate on the 11 sub-
stitutes and the endless amendments.

Tomorrow we will be taking up a sec-
ond rule that will make germane
amendments that are not even ger-
mane. We have hundreds and hundreds
of amendments. I also have some lead-
ership that have publicly stated that it
is the intention to just drag out this
debate ad infinitum.

I cannot understand why Republican
leadership would choose to put this de-
bate off any longer. Is it going to be
better to debate this issue later this
month? Is it going to be better to take
up this issue in July and debate it? Do
we win more points by putting it off
even further and taking it up in Sep-
tember? How is that living up to the
commitment of my leadership to take
up this issue in May?

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO FILE REPORT ON
HOUSE RESOLUTION 463, ESTAB-
LISHING SELECT COMMITTEE ON
U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY AND
MILITARY/COMMERCIAL CON-
CERNS WITH THE PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Rules have until midnight tonight,
June 16, 1998, to file a report to accom-
pany House Resolution 463.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest from the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.
f

PROTECT THE E-RATE FOR
AMERICA’S CHILDREN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, there is an
emergency in America right now, and
it affects the students in school. It af-
fects the students who go to use our li-
braries.

I would like to announce that it is
only 7:10 Eastern Standard Time, and I
hope that there are kids in America lis-
tening, because this is their fight and
they ought to rally to defend their own
interests, the E-Rate. The E-Rate be-
longs to the kids of America.

What is the E-Rate? The E-Rate is a
discount that is given through a uni-
versal service fund to schools and li-
braries in order to enable those schools
and libraries to wire their computers
to the Internet, to hook up to the
Internet.

Then the E-Rate also continues to
provide a discount on the ongoing tele-
communication services utilized by the
schools. The E-Rate is the greatest
thing that has happened to schools in a
long, long time.

The E-Rate is the result of the 1996
Telecommunications Act. The Tele-
communications Act of 1996 gave the
big corporations in broadcasting and
telecommunications almost everything
they asked for. The one concession
they made is that they would provide
discounted rates for schools and librar-
ies.

By the way, this is all schools, paro-
chial schools, private schools, all
schools are eligible for the utilization
of this E-Rate, the discount from the
universal fund. Libraries, all libraries,
all public libraries are eligible for it.

So we have started that. There was
$2.25 billion made available or pro-
jected as the first year’s expenditure.
And 30,000 schools and libraries have
applied already. They have met the
qualifications. They have gone through
the application process, and they are
waiting for their funding from the E-
Rate.

We have a great reduction in the E-
Rate. So kids of America, they have

some monsters out here. They have
some monsters out here who have sto-
len or who are attempting to steal the
E-Rate away from the children of
America.

MCI wants the E-Rate to die. AT&T.
And there are a lot of misguided Mem-
bers of Congress who want the E-Rate
to die. These big corporations and big
powerful people elect are like the
Grinch that stole Christmas. Only this
time the Grinch is going to steal E-
Rate.

They are like the Giant that chased
little Jack. They are powerful, over-
whelming, abusive. They have all the
power. But Jack outwitted the Giant.
That means that the children of Amer-
ica can fight back. This is a democracy
and their parents vote. I hope they are
listening and they tell their parents to
listen, that the E-Rate deserves to live.

We are dealing with something like
the Big Bad Wolf that was in Little
Red Riding Hood’s grandmother’s bed.
Little Red Riding Hood outwitted the
Wolf. The Wolf in the end was de-
stroyed, not Little Red Riding Hood.

We are dealing with something like
Yertle the Turtle. There are people
that are very powerful. There are cor-
porations that are very greedy.

AT&T has been around a long time.
They have made billions of dollars. The
Telecommunications Act of 1996 would
enable AT&T to make more money.
MCI can make more money. Tremen-
dous amounts of additional profit will
accrue to these corporations as a result
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
But they want more. They want more.
They are like Yertle the Turtle.

I think I remember Yertle the Turtle
correctly. I read it to my kids a long
time. I have a grandson, and I have got
to get ready with all of these stories
and get familiar with them. Green Eggs
and Ham is my favorite, but Yertle the
Turtle also was a favorite Dr. Seuss
story.

If you recall, Yertle is not the hero.
Yertle the Turtle is not the hero.
Yertle is the villain. Yertle is the tur-
tle who wanted to be the tallest turtle
in the world. He wanted to be higher
than everybody else. He kept forcing
other turtles to get under him so he
could get higher and higher and higher.
Yertle was not the hero.

There was a little turtle on the bot-
tom of him named Mac.

b 1915
And Mack said, I’m tired of bearing

all the weight of all these turtles on
top of me. So Mack decided to squeeze
out of the line, and the whole pile of
turtles came tumbling down.

Kids of America do not have to take
this bullying by AT&T or MCI or the
chairmen of the powerful congressional
committees. Kids of America can rebel.
They can fight back. Kids of America
should stay awake, listen, they should
talk to their parents. They need to
know more about the E-Rate. They
need to know more about the attempt
of the Grinch to steel the E-Rate from
the kids of America.
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Let me give everyone the background

on what the E-Rate is all about. Last
week I talked about leadership, and our
leadership can determine the fate of a
country and the fate of a nation,
whether it is a small nation or a super-
power. Last week I talked about Israel
and how great the leadership of Israel
has been to date; how Israel’s leader-
ship has brought it to the point in 50
years where it has achieved more than
many countries have achieved in 200 or
300 years. Leadership.

I also gave an example of leadership
in the Soviet Union; how leadership in
the Soviet Union was able to produce a
space station, rockets, interconti-
nental ballistic missiles, and it was a
superpower. But the leadership was so
ingrained and so enclosed that they did
not listen to the outside world with re-
spect to democracy. They did not listen
to new thought coming in, so they fo-
cused in on themselves and destroyed
the economy of the country. They de-
stroyed the spirit of the country. So a
superpower went out of existence in
our time. A giant superpower collapsed
and failed.

It is possible the giant superpower
called the United States of America
also is vulnerable if we do not have the
right policies. If we bully little chil-
dren, if we bully students in school.
And that is what we have. We have the
giant corporations teaming up with
some powerful people in Congress and
they are bullying the FCC and forcing
the FCC to take away a benefit that is
very much needed, an opportunity that
is very much needed by most of the
children in America. Certainly the low-
income children of America have no
chance, ever, of being in schools with
computers hooked up to the internet
that can pay the price of ongoing tele-
communication services if we do not
have this universal service fund, called
the E-Rate for short.

Let me give everyone the back-
ground. There is an article that ap-
peared in the Congressional Quarterly
June 13th, and it summarizes it very
well. And, Mr. Speaker, I will place the
entire article, entitled ‘‘The FCC Votes
to Shrink Internet Subsidies Program;
Two Bills Would Shift Cost’’ in the
June 13th issue of the Congressional
Quarterly, in its entirety, in the
RECORD. So it will be, in its entirety, in
the RECORD. Everyone can pull it off
the internet, by the way, but I am
going to read it in part to let everyone
clearly understand what this is all
about. This is a terrible injustice to
the children of America, and I think
once everyone hears the story, they
will agree with me. The article is as
follows:

[From Congressional Quarterly, June 13,
1998]

FCC VOTES TO SHRINK INTERNET SUBSIDIES
PROGRAM; TWO BILLS WOULD SHIFT COSTS

(By Juliana Gruenwald)
The Federal Communications Commission

(FCC) voted June 12 to scale back a con-
troversial program that provides discounts
for Internet hookups to schools, libraries and
rural health care centers.

The FCC, in a 3–2 vote, agreed to provide
$700 million for the second half of the year,
bringing the total for the year to $1.375 bil-
lion, a cut of nearly 50 percent from the
FCC’s original plan.

The action comes in the wake of pressure
from Capitol Hill over how the FCC is run-
ning the program. Critics are angry that
consumers are being forced to shoulder the
cost of the Internet service.

Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., chairman of
the Commerce, Science and Transportation
Committee, said the FCC’s changes were ‘‘an
exercise in futility’’ and said legislation
must be enacted to stabilize the program.

House Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga., said
June 8 he would try to move legislation to
block the FCC program in the next few
weeks.

Rep. W.J. ‘‘Billy’’ Tauzin, R–La., and Sen.
Conrad Burns, R-Mont., have said that, to
pay for the Internet subsidies, they plan to
introduce bills to shift revenue from the cur-
rent 3 percent excise tax on telephone serv-
ice.

The program was created by Congress in
the 1996 telecommunications law (PL 104–104)
when it expanded universal service, a system
in place for years to provide subsidies for
phone service to low income residents and
high-cost areas. (1996 Almanac, p. 3–43)

Universal service is paid for by tele-
communications companies, which pass the
charges along to consumers. About $675 mil-
lion has been collected for the Internet pro-
gram, which has yet to dispense any sub-
sidies.

Some lawmakers say the FCC made the
program so big it has led to an increase in
long-distance rates.

The program appeared in jeopardy after
the top leaders of the House and Senate
Commerce committees called on the FCC on
June 4 to stop collecting funding for the pro-
gram and revamp the universal service rules.
(CQ Weekly, p. 1539)

The move followed an announcement by
some long-distance companies that they
would impose a new surcharge on residential
customers’ bills to pay for their universal
service costs.

The issue came to a head June 10 when all
five commissioners appeared at the Senate
hearing.

Several senators said they feared the Inter-
net program could put support for tradi-
tional universal service at risk.

Some GOP members also complained that
the program was only intended to provide
discounts for Internet services, not to help
pay for inside wiring. About $1.3 billion of
the $2.02 billion requested in the 30,000 appli-
cations from schools in libraries was to pay
for inside wiring.

But the program’s defenders said the pro-
gram had been unfairly maligned by those
who are out to kill it and urged the commis-
sioners to do what was necessary to keep it
intact.

‘‘Don’t allow this covert operation to de-
rail this initiative,’’ said Sen. Olympia J.
Snowe, R-Maine, one of the initiative’s spon-
sors.

Carol Henderson, executive director for the
American Library Association’s Washington
Office, said it has partially become a ‘‘par-
tisan political issue, and that’s unfortunate
. . . particularly if those who suffer for that
are libraries and schools.’’

Some Republicans call the program the
‘‘Gore tax’’ because Vice President Al Gore
supports the program expanding Internet ac-
cess to children.

Regardless of the controversy, Linda
Smith, director of technology for San
Bernardino city schools in California, said
she hopes policy-makers will keep their com-
mitment to help needy school districts.

Most of the 46,000 students in her district—
77 percent of whom get free or reduced school
lunches—do not ‘‘have computers at home or
access to the Net,’’ she said.

Mr. Speaker, I am quoting from the
article as it appeared on June 13 in the
Congressional Quarterly.

The Federal Communications Commission,
FCC, voted June 12th to scale back a con-
troversial program that provides discounts
for internet hookups to schools, libraries and
rural health care centers. The FCC, in a 3-to-
2 vote, agreed to provide $700 million for the
second half of the year, bringing the total for
the year to $1.375 billion, a cut of nearly 50
percent from the FCC’s original plan.

They promised the children of Amer-
ica one figure and they are cutting the
amount in half. Why? There is no good
reason. They are saying it is too expen-
sive. Why is it too expensive for the
children of America to receive a tiny
portion of the huge revenues that are
pulled in by the communications com-
panies? They say, no, and the FCC has
made these cuts.

I want to make it clear at this point
that I am not criticizing the FCC. The
FCC has been bullied and pushed and
forced into a position by overwhelming
forces that have converged on the FCC.
Since the E-Rate was established and
the procedures were set up by the FCC,
there has been a bullying by corpora-
tions. Some corporations have chosen
to go to court and sue the FCC in an
attempt to take away the E-Rate from
the children of America.

Some corporations have been doing
that, so that puts pressure on the FCC.
And then we have the heads of some of
the committees in Congress writing to
the chairman of the FCC committee, in
a very vicious and unusual way. Un-
precedented. The chairmen of commit-
tees, who, by the way, do not have the
authority to give orders directly to the
various agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment. They do not have that authority.
But they were so brutal in their attack
that they frightened the FCC commis-
sioners. And they are attempting to try
to compromise in order to save some
part of the E-Rate for the children of
America.

So the FCC is our hero at this point.
The chairman of the FCC and the peo-
ple who voted to at least keep half,
they really are heroes for arriving at a
point where, for the time being, they
have offered a compromise.

I am here tonight to call upon the
children of America, the kids of Amer-
ica, to not accept the compromise. We
do not want half. We need the full $2.25
billion that was budgeted in the first
place.

Let me continued with the article.
The action comes in the wake of pressure

from Capitol Hill over how the FCC is run-
ning the program. Critics are angry that
consumers are being forced to shoulder the
cost of the internet service. Senator John
McCain, Republican of Arizona, chairman of
the Commerce, Science, and Transportation
Committee, said the FCC’s changes were ‘‘an
exercise in futility’’ and said legislation
must be enacted to stabilize the program.

I do not know what he means by ex-
ercise in futility. What he is saying is,
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if we cut it in half, we have taken away
half of the funds from the children of
America. That is not enough. That is
an exercise in futility. We are going to
destroy the whole program.

It strikes me as very strange that
this program for children, through
schools and libraries, is arousing such
intense reaction from powerful people.
Corporations first, AT&T, MCI, and
now certain powerful people in Con-
gress want to destroy the program.

House Speaker Newt Gingrich, Republican
from Georgia, said June 8th he would try to
move legislation to block the FCC program
in the next few weeks.

To block the FCC program. That is
destruction. To smother it; to strangle
it. Now, what have the kids of America
done to deserve a program like this
being strangled? Why is the big bad
wolf and the Grinch and the giant and
Yertle, all of them, gathering together
to destroy a program that will provide
opportunity for the children of Amer-
ica?

Representative W. J. Billy Tauzin, Repub-
lican of Louisiana, and Senator Conrad
Burns, Republican of Montana, have said
that to pay for the internet subsidies, they
plan to introduce bills to shift revenue from
the current 3 percent excise tax on telephone
service.

Now, that sounds like, well, these
guys are constructive and somebody is
coming up with an alternative. When
we start talking about taxes and shift-
ing taxes, I assure everyone, children
of America who are listening, after all,
it is still early, I hope they are up, I as-
sure everyone that any attempt to
shift taxes or to play with taxes will
not fair very well here on the floor. It
will not get through.

They are just going to use this as a
smoke screen to pretend that they care
about the kids of America; they care
about their opportunity and their fu-
ture to be able to really learn the kind
of basic knowledge of computers and
use of the internet that is going to be
required when they get to the point
where they are graduating from high
school or they are going out there to
get one of these jobs, the big jobs of the
future, the important jobs, the jobs
that are going to be available, that we
know for certain are jobs relating to
information technology. Information
technology jobs are the ones that will
be available. If kids do not get prepared
in school, they will be able to qualify
for those jobs.

Low-income students in the big cities
of America, students in rural areas are
already way behind. Most of our subur-
ban schools, a lot of schools in affluent
communities, they are already wired to
the internet. They already have com-
puter labs and computer programs
which are fully educating their chil-
dren on the benefits of how to use com-
puters and learning how to use comput-
ers in the applications for the future.

To go back to the article, I quote
again,

The program was created by Congress in
the 1996 telecommunications law, Public Law

104–104, when it expanded universal service, a
system in place for years to provide subsidies
for phone service to low-income residents
and high cost areas.

Let me just quote that again. I am
quoting from an article from the Con-
gressional Quarterly. They said the
program that we are talking about
now, the E-Rate, the universal fund ex-
pansion to include discounts to librar-
ies and schools was added to another
fund in 1996, in the 1996 telecommuni-
cations law, when it expanded univer-
sal service. Universal service existed
already. They are making it appear
they never had anything like this, but
there is a universal service that existed
already, and that service provides serv-
ice to low-income residents and high
cost areas.

Universal service is paid for by tele-
communications companies and they
pass the charges along to consumers. Is
it a large charge? We have been receiv-
ing an extra charge for years. For
years we have never known it even ex-
isted. Most people did not know there
was a universal service and that a
slight amount of money was taxed on
to the phone bill to pay for that service
that already existed.

But now that it is there for children,
it is there to provide wiring to the
internet and ongoing telecommuni-
cations services on the internet, it has
suddenly become a big issue and cor-
porations want to go to war against the
children of America.

About $675 million has been collected
for the internet program to date, which
has yet to dispense any subsidies. They
have not spent a penny yet. We have
been getting ready since last fall. Ap-
plications originally were supposed to
be submitted last fall. They moved it
back to January. We started submit-
ting applications in January. Remem-
ber, those who were part of those 30,000
schools that have submitted? It was
done mostly over the internet. Most of
the submissions were done over the
internet. They could do it some other
way, in print, but they encouraged ev-
erybody to do it over the internet. And
those applications were complicated.
The process was complicated.

And now that they have it all in, and
not a penny has been spent yet, before
the program can even start, the bullies,
the giants, the grinches, the big bad
wolves, the Yertles, the turtles, they
have come along and stolen half of it
and they want the rest. Kids of Amer-
ica better rise up and fight this.

Some lawmakers say the FCC made the
program so big it has lead to an increase in
long-distance rates. The program appeared in
jeopardy after the top leaders of the House
and Senate commerce committees called on
the FCC on June 4 to stop collecting funding
for the program and revamp the universal
service rules. The move followed an an-
nouncement by some long-distance compa-
nies,

the move followed an announcement by
some long-distance companies,

that they would impose a new surcharge on
residential customers’ bills to pay for their
universal service cost.

Here is where was set in motion the
process which has now led to an at-
tempt to steal the E-Rate from the
kids of America.

The move followed an announcement by
some long distance companies that they
would impose a new surcharge on residential
customers’ bills to pay for their universal
service cost. The issue came to a head June
10th, when all five commissioners appeared
at the Senate hearing. Several Senators said
they feared the internet program could put
support for traditional universal service at
risk. Some GOP members also complained
that the program was only intended to pro-
vide discounts for internet services, not to
help pay for inside waring. About $1.3 billion
of the $2.2 billion requested in the 30,000 ap-
plications from schools and libraries was to
pay for inside wiring.

b 1930
I am reading from Congressional

Quarterly’s summary of the attempt to
steal the Internet from the kids of
America. They are making an issue out
of the fact that some of the money goes
to help wire the school to provide basic
wiring to hook computers up to the
net. They do not use the money to buy
computers. They do not use the money
to pay for teachers or technical assist-
ants. They do not use the means to pay
personnel to wire the schools nec-
essarily, but the wiring costs and some
basic costs that enables the schools
that are poorest to get into the game.

The biggest amount of the money
and the money that will be spent on an
ongoing basis will be for the actual
telecommunications services on an on-
going basis month after month after
month. Some schools will get a dis-
count as high as 90 percent. In the
poorest schools in my district, it
means that for every dollar that the
schools spend on a monthly basis for
telecommunications services, they
would only have to pay 10 cents. They
can get as high as that. The poorest
districts of America could get a 90 per-
cent discount.

What are the poorest districts? They
measure them by the districts that
have the largest amount of children
who are eligible for the free school
lunch program. The school lunch pro-
gram, in order to be a part of it, they
have to submit from their parents and
their home, they have to submit proof
of their income status.

There are some schools in my district
where 95 percent of the children are eli-
gible for the school lunch program,
which means that that school certainly
is eligible for the biggest discount. So
at one end they may have some subur-
ban schools, affluent neighborhoods,
they get a 15 percent discount.

Some people complain about they
should not get anything. I think the
program should be for every school dis-
trict, for every school, for every li-
brary. I do not think it should be cut
off for some and only available to the
poorest. I think there should be some
funds available for every school.

I do not think $2.2 billion that has
been requested by the 30,000 schools
and libraries is too much when we con-
sider the billions of dollars being
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earned by the big telecommunications
companies.

I am quoting again from the Congres-
sional Quarterly article. ‘‘But the pro-
gram’s defenders said the program had
been unfairly maligned by those who
are out to kill it and urge the commis-
sioners to do what was necessary to
keep it intact. Don’t allow this covert
operation to derail this initiative,’’
said Senator OLYMPIA J. SNOW, Repub-
lican of Maine, one of the initiative’s
sponsors.

Karen Henderson, the executive di-
rector for the American Libraries Asso-
ciation’s Washington office, said, ‘‘It
has partially become a partisan politi-
cal issue.’’ And that is unfortunate,
particularly if those who suffer for that
are libraries and schools.

Why are the Republicans making this
a partisan issue? Do Republicans not
care about education in America? Do
they not want the children of America
who are in school today to be prepared
to meet the qualifications for the in-
formation technology jobs of tomor-
row? Why are the Republicans against
providing universal, across-the-board
service which would allow all schools
and libraries to become part of a proc-
ess of utilizing information technology
starting with computers?

They are making it a big partisan
issue. Remember the Republicans, 2
years ago they tried to steal part of
school lunches from children, they
wanted to cut the school lunch pro-
gram two years ago? At that time I
called on the kids of America and their
parents to wake up. Kids of America,
there is a fiscal crunch. This great Na-
tion now needs your lunch. I wrote a
little appeal to the kids to understand
what they are saying. The Republicans
say there is a fiscal crunch. The Nation
needs your lunch. I was absurd, ridicu-
lous of course. $2 billion will be saved
by cutting back on school lunches.

The kids of America and their par-
ents, everybody out there with com-
mon sense, rose up in horror. How can
the Republicans take lunches from lit-
tle kids? How can they take lunches
from students at school? And the hor-
ror became evident in the public opin-
ion polls and in the focus groups, so
that the Republicans in 1996 retreated.

They gave up not only their great
cuts in school lunch program, they
gave up many other education cuts, un-
derstanding that common sense in
America says that education ought to
be one of the first priorities in the Fed-
eral Government. Education should be
one of the first priorities.

They tried to politicize education.
They called for the complete elimi-
nation of the Department of Education.
They were going to cut Headstart.
They were going to cut title I. The
budget that they presented in 1995 in
many ways resembles the budget that
they presented in 1998. Again, they are
calling for elimination of title I. They
are going to convert title I to vouchers.

Again, they refuse to deal with the
overwhelming problem of school con-

struction that we need help in con-
structing more classrooms. In order to
bring down class size we need to do two
things. We need to construct more
classrooms as well as provide some
money for more teachers.

But the Republican budget that has
just been released, they do not have
anything in there for school construc-
tion, for reduction of class sizes. They
want to cut title I and turn it into a
voucher program.

They want to politicize something as
great as this universal service funds for
schools and libraries. It now is going to
become a political football. The next
paragraph in that article describes part
of that process.

A quote from the Congressional
Quarterly article. ‘‘Some Republicans
call the program the Gore tax because
Vice President AL GORE supports the
program expanding Internet access to
children.’’ ‘‘Some Republicans call the
program the Gore tax because Vice
President AL GORE supports the pro-
gram expanding Internet access to chil-
dren.’’

What a pity that this becomes a po-
litical football. Vice President AL
GORE should be lauded and applauded
for the way they have provided leader-
ship. This is leadership and vision that
has been provided and leading the way
for schools to get involved in their edu-
cational programs with the kind of
process educating children for informa-
tion technology jobs that exist tomor-
row. That process will not happen
automatically. Schools have lots of
problems.

Only the vision of Vice President
GORE and of President Clinton has
opened this whole process. We made a
breakthrough. The President stood
here 2 years ago and called for the wir-
ing of all the schools of America
through a volunteer process. The Presi-
dent himself, in California, helped ini-
tiate the first volunteer wiring of the
schools. They go out on a Saturday and
they get volunteers and they wire a
school.

They even set up a national process
where there is a kit to wire a school we
could purchase between $500 and $600.
Because they purchased the equipment
and wires, everything was purchased in
large quantities, so they are able to
supply the kit at the very lowest cost.
Then they can get volunteers to do the
hookup.

We also need some people who are
aware of how to do this. So they have
to call upon people like the Bell Atlan-
tic employees in my district who have
been magnificent. Bell Atlantic em-
ployees and Bell Atlantic has sup-
ported the wiring of schools for Inter-
net in my district.

In other districts, they had other
telecommunications companies and
they had unions. I think my colleague
the gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms.
STABENOW) is a leader in this Congress;
and she gave us a whole handbook and
a whole list of ways in which they can
get their school wired.

So wiring of a school by volunteers
has been initiated by the President and
Vice President. Members of Congress
and Democrats have picked up on it.
And we have had a large number of
schools that have been wired. They
need the help on an ongoing basis to
pay the cost of telecommunications
services.

Then there are other situations
where a large number of schools have
not been wired. In the inner cities of
America, most of the schools still re-
main unwired.

I have led in my district an effort to
wire schools. Out of the 70 schools that
exist in my Congressional district, 70
schools, elementary, junior high school
and high school, we only wired 22. With
the great Herculean volunteer effort,
we only wired 22.

We are a pilot program. We have had
the help of the Board of Education. We
had the help of Bell Atlantic, one of
the communications companies. We
had the help of a group called New
York Connects, which organizes other
private-sector companies to give us
help in wiring the schools. We had a lot
of help from a group called the Husain
Institute of technology. Mr. Husain is
an engineer, a computer engineer, who
volunteers his services, as well as he
operates a free school for training stu-
dents, adults, and children on the com-
puter. So we have had all this with us,
and still we have only wired 22.

What this does, the E-rate, the uni-
versal fund does is allow this process to
be speeded up and accelerated. We do
not have to wait for all of this to be
done by volunteers.

The first barrier that most inner cit-
ies cannot cross is that measly $500 to
$600. All they need for the kit to buy
all the wire, all the tools, all the hook-
ups, all the plastic stuff, all the copper,
all that is supplied in a kit for $500 to
$600.

Most schools cannot raise the $500 to
$600. They cannot get the volunteers
outside to do it. We have been fortu-
nate that Bell Atlantic and New York
Connects and some other private-sector
people have done that for us in order to
make certain that nobody is left be-
hind, that all of the schools, private,
parochial, and public in America do re-
ceive this connection with the Inter-
net.

By the way, the wiring of the schools,
when we use that term, we are talking
about the library and five classrooms.
Wiring of the schools is library and five
classrooms. It is not the whole school.
It is just a measly fundamental nec-
essary beginning. And that is all we are
asking. Let the universal fund go for-
ward Let us keep the E-rate so that
that is possible.

Let me just conclude this article by
reading the last two paragraphs. ‘‘Re-
gardless of the controversy, Linda
Smith, who is Director of Technology
for San Bernardino City Schools in
California, said she hopes policymakers
will keep their commitments to help
needy school districts.’’
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I hope that policy makers will keep

their commitments. I fear that the bul-
lies here will not let us do that. We are
the policy makers. The Congress of the
United States wrote into the legisla-
tion that the FCC should provide a way
to make certain that all schools and li-
braries get service, connection with the
Internet. It is in the law. It is a very
simple statement, very general.

It was left up to the FCC to deter-
mine how to do that. The former com-
missioner of the FCC, Reid Hunt, did a
magnificent job of guiding us to a point
where they established this program,
with all of its complications.

The present commissioner, William
Kanard, is attempting to carry out
what was decided upon by commis-
sioners previously. It is most unfortu-
nate that the bullies have all ganged
up on the FCC and have forced them to
back down. We lost half of the Internet
as a result of their actions.

The last paragraph of this article
from the Congressional Quarterly on
July 13th, ‘‘Most of the 46,000 students
in LINDA SMITH’s district, 77 percent of
whom get free or reduced school
lunches, do not have computers at
home or access to the Net,’’ she said.

That is the case in my district. That
is the case of thousands of school dis-
tricts across the country. They do not
have access to the Internet, and they
will not have it if we let them take the
universal fund away.

Kids of America, AT&T, MCI, they
are bullies. They are grinches who
want to steal the E-rate. They are gi-
ants who want to chase little Jack.
They are the big bad wolves. They are
Yertle the Turtle. In the comic books,
there is the council of doom. In modern
space comic books, where we deal with
the whole universe and in certain plan-
ets, sets of planets, they have a council
of doom, the evil monsters attempting
to gain control of the universe; and
they raid against the counsel of jus-
tice, the good guys who are attempting
to go fight off evil and make certain
that democracy prevails in the uni-
verse and that everybody has an oppor-
tunity to survive in the universe in
peace and harmony.

Now we have got a council of doom
going after the E-rate. The council of
doom has won the first battle. The
council of doom was able to force the
FCC to back down and cut the E-rate
in half. Kids of America, do not take it
lying down.
‘‘Kids of America, wake up. Arise, March all

together. Before the E-rate dies.
Kids of America, arise. AT&T is telling your

parents misleading lies.
Kids of America, it is time to fight. Take out

your light. Let it shine for truth. Boy-
cott the AT&T booth.

AT&T lies have clouded our blue skies. Don’t
make any calls. Then the monster
falls.

Kids arise. Fight AT&T lies. Altogether stu-
dents attack. Take opportunity and
the Internet back.

Kids of America, arise.’’

You do not have to take this lying
down. Tell your parents you will not

allow them to take it lying down. You
have a telephone. Call AT&T now. Call
your Congressman. We will not take
this lying down. The grinch will not
steal the E-rate from the kids of Amer-
ica.

This giant will not destroy little
Jack. The big bad wolf got outwitted
by Little Red Ridinghood. And we will
outwit the big bad wolf again. Yertle
the turtle got knocked off his pedestal
my Mack. The council of doom has won
the first battle. But we will not let the
council of doom prevail. The council of
justice will take over.

b 1945
This is not the first time I have ap-

pealed to the kids of America to come
forward and fight. We won last time.
When they tried to take the school
lunches away, or cut the school lunch
program, I called on the kids of Amer-
ica to rally, and they did. They got to
their parents, they got to the voters,
the message got through to the Repub-
licans that we will not stand for a cut
in the school lunch program.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to read my
colleagues a section of the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD from Tuesday, April 4,
1995. That was shortly after we started
the battle with the Republican major-
ity to get back the school lunch pro-
gram. They had voted to cut the school
lunch program. I want Members to just
see how relevant this battle is to the
present one. They could not cut the
school lunch program, but now they
are going after something that is fun-
damental to the minds, the future
training opportunity for our young
people.

On April 4, I entered the following
statement into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD:

Mr. Speaker, the final word has not yet
been said about the Republican swindle of
the children who receive free lunches in
schools across our Nation. But the final,
most authoritative figures have been estab-
lished by the Congressional Budget Office.
The very conservative but thorough Congres-
sional Budget Office has estimated that the
Republicans will capture slightly more than
$2 billion from their block-granted school
lunch program. They were going to take $2
billion out of the school lunch program for
the kids of America. This will be $2 billion
more to go into the tax cut for the rich. This
is a scenario filled with horror. It conjures
up the image of the poster where Uncle Sam
is pointing the finger and saying to potential
military recruits, ‘‘I need you!’’ While the
Republicans advocate a $50 billion increase
in the Defense budget and turn their backs
on welfare for corporations and rich farmers,
they are saying to the children of America,
‘‘This Nation needs your lunch.’’

Kids of America, there is a fiscal crunch.
This great Nation now needs your lunch.
To set the budget right, go hungry for one

night.
Don’t eat what we could save.
Be brave.
Patriots stand out above the bunch.
Proudly surrender lunch.
Kids of America, nutrition is not for you.
Sacrifice for the rich few.
When tummies hurt, go to bed.
Be a soldier and play dead.
The F–22 then might rescue you.

The Sea Wolf sub might bring hot grub.
Now hear this, there is a fiscal crunch.
This Nation needs your lunch.
Pledge allegiance to the flag.
Mobilize your own brown bag.
The enemy deficit must be defeated.
Nutrition suicide squads are desperately

needed.
Kids of America, there is a fiscal crunch.
This great Nation now needs your lunch.

They demanded your lunch before
and you said ‘‘no.’’ Your parents said
‘‘no.’’ The voters said ‘‘no.’’ The Repub-
lican majority retreated. Now they are
demanding your opportunity to learn
what you need to know in order to go
into the 21st century.
Kids of America arise.
Don’t accept the AT&T lies.
MCI wants the E-rate to die.

A lot of other telecommunications
corporations are suing the Federal
Communications Commission. Some
misguided chairmen are bullying the
FCC. There are people coming to our
defense. There are a lot of efforts to try
to turn back this terrible action. I
want to commend the chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission,
Mr. Kennard. I want to commend the
Secretary of Education, Mr. Riley.
They are fighting back and we are
going to fight back. Children will not
be alone. There are many others who
will join us in this fight to make cer-
tain that the E-rate is not stolen.

Jesse Jackson has attacked the tele-
communications industry in an article
which appeared in the Amsterdam
News on June 11. I quote from the arti-
cle:

A $2.25 billion program designed to provide
discount rates to wire poor urban school dis-
tricts and libraries for the Internet was un-
veiled Monday at the Chicago headquarters
of the Rainbow PUSH Coalition. At a press
conference attended by several Members of
Congress and the Chicago Public School Sys-
tem, the Reverend Jesse Jackson, the head
of the coalition, called the project another
example of the growing class gap in America.
Companies that are perennially poised to
feed at the public trough, Jackson charged,
have once again turned their backs on the
consumer by passing on the cost of wiring
poor urban and rural school districts to their
consumers. Although some 30,000 applica-
tions for the discount rate have been submit-
ted from school districts and libraries across
the country, Jackson noted that the tele-
communications industry is lobbying Con-
gress to call a halt to the plan. ‘‘This action
will essentially resegregate our schools
along class lines,’’ Jackson declared. On the
other hand, he said that there are schools
that are wired for the Internet and its at-
tendant technology. Jackson said that the
poor urban and rural children will be shut
out of the technology. He said further that
the big telecommunications moguls should
not be allowed to leave some children be-
hind. ‘‘They would rather lock them up than
train them in school facilities that are ade-
quately wired for increasing technology,’’
Jackson said.

As my colleagues know, it costs more
than $30,000 a year to keep a prisoner in
a cell. Why can we not afford some dis-
counts on telecommunications to make
certain that our children get the very
best possible education? Why is our
leadership so blind? Why is there so lit-
tle vision? At a time like this when
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America is more prosperous than it has
been in decades, why are we attempt-
ing to take away opportunity for chil-
dren to learn what they need to know
in order to qualify for the jobs, in order
to be leaders in the 21st century?

Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude by
reading a letter from William Kennard,
and a letter from Richard Riley. I will
not read the entire letter, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I enter into the RECORD
two letters which appeared in the
Washington Post, one from William
Kennard, Federal Communications
Commission Chairman, and one from
the Secretary Richard W. Riley, Sec-
retary of Education, as follows:

A COMPUTER IN EVERY CLASSROOM

(By William E. Kennard)
James Glassman’s June 2 op-ed column

criticized Congress’s decision to make con-
necting libraries and classrooms to the com-
munications network part of our national
concept of universal service. Mr. Glassman
said the initiative is not needed. But an
enormous disparity in access to communica-
tions technology exists in this country, and
the Federal Communications Commission is
implementing its congressional mandate in a
way that supports local control of education
and does so without creating large, ineffi-
cient bureaucracies.

In the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
Congress expanded universal service to in-
clude advanced telecommunications services
to all public libraries and grades K through
12 in public and private schools. Schools in
affluent communities now have double the
Internet access of schools in low income or
rural areas. Nationwide, only 27 percent of
our classrooms, and only 13 percent of class-
rooms in our neediest areas, have access to
an Internet connection. Few poor children
will have access to the Internet outside of
school, yet studies show that students in
classes that use computers not only out-
perform their peers on standardized tests but
show more enthusiasm for communicating
and learning. This increase in technology
will improve the lives of American school-
children.

None of the changes means that local
school boards will not decide what tech-
nology to acquire and fund. On average, uni-
versal service covers only 15 percent of the
projected cost of connecting, operating and
using networks in classrooms. Each school
and library applying for a universal-service
discount must pay as much as 80 percent of
the total cost of the discounted service.

Universal service discounts can be applied
only to the cost of obtaining telecommuni-
cations services, establishing network con-
nections and receiving Internet access.
School districts also must certify that they
have a plan for how to use the discounted
services and that the plan has been approved
by their state.

Nor is universal service for schools and li-
braries an entitlement administered by an
oversized federal bureaucracy. The private,
nonprofit, nonpolitical entity established to
administer the program has a staff of 14 peo-
ple.

Mr. Glassman charged that I and other
supporters of universal service to rural
America, low-income citizens and classrooms
and libraries have opposed efforts by commu-
nications carriers to itemize contributions
on customer bills. On the contrary, I favor
full disclosure by all telephone companies.
But companies that say they will pass on
‘‘new’’ charges also should commit to pass-
ing on reductions and to disclosing both. I
support neither a ‘‘hidden tax’’ nor a ‘‘hidden
rate increase.’’

Finally, let’s be clear about the cost of
universal service for classrooms and librar-
ies. Connecting classrooms and libraries can
be achieved for less than $1 per line per
month. The rest of the proposed universal
service fees continue our 60-year national
commitment to affordable and adequate tele-
phone service for rural America and our
poorest citizens.

The real issue is not a ‘‘hidden tax’’ but
the hidden agenda of Mr. Glassman and oth-
ers who oppose our national commitment to
ensuring that all Americans have access to
communications technology as we enter the
21st century.

(By Richard W. Riley)
James Glassman’s misleading arguments

against the education-rate, or ‘‘E-rate,’’ do a
disservice to our children and to education.

The E-rate is one of the most important
advances in education in our time. It gives
schools and libraries significant discounts on
the costs of Internet access, distance learn-
ing and other on-line learning opportunities.
All schools will qualify for some discounts,
with schools in our poorest communities re-
ceiving the most assistance. The E-rate is
designed to help ensure that all children—re-
gardless of race, income or geography—will
have the chance to learn and succeed
through the use of modern technology.

Mr. Glassman says that 80 percent of
schools already are connected to the Inter-
net, but he doesn’t say that connection too
often goes to one or two rooms, not to every
classroom. We must give all children access
to the Information Superhighway.

The Telecommunications Act of 1996,
which provided for the E-rate, led to reduc-
tions in access charges that long-distance
companies such as AT&T and MCI pay to
connect to local telephone companies. As a
result, in the past 11 months, long-distance
companies have enjoyed a savings of $2.4 bil-
lion, more than offsetting the estimated $2.02
billion cost of the E-rate discount for schools
and libraries.

The E-rate has tremendous support among
America’s educators, parents and business
people. About 30,000 schools and libraries
have applied. It also has received strong bi-
partisan support from the National Gov-
ernors’ Association and Congress.

America’s economy is in good shape, and
our competitive edge in technology is one of
the big reasons why. We would be foolish to
allow that competitive edge to slip away.
The E-rate will help America create the
most technically savvy work force in the
world and protect our nation’s prosperity
and democratic values.

Mr. Speaker, I will just quote some of
the items from Mr. Kennard’s letter:

In the Telecommunications Act of 1996,
Congress expanded universal service to in-
clude advanced telecommunications services
to all public libraries and grades K through
12 in public and private schools. Schools in
affluent communities now have double the
Internet access of schools in low-income or
rural areas. Nationwide, only 27 percent of
our classrooms, and only 13 percent of class-
rooms in our neediest areas, have access to
an Internet connection. Few poor children
will have access to the Internet outside of
school, yet studies show that students in
classes that use computers not only out-
perform their peers on standardized tests but
show more enthusiasm for communicating
and learning. This increase in technology
will improve the lives of American school-
children.

None of the changes means that local
school boards will not decide what tech-
nology to acquire and fund. On average, uni-
versal service covers only 15 percent of the

projected cost of connecting, operating and
using networks in classrooms. Each school
and library applying for a universal-service
discount must pay as much as 80 percent of
the total cost of the discounted service.

Universal service discounts can be applied
only to the cost of obtaining telecommuni-
cations services, establishing network con-
nections and receiving Internet access.
School districts also must certify that they
have a plan for how to use the discounted
services and that the plan has been approved
by their State.

Nor is universal service for schools and li-
braries an entitlement administered by an
oversized Federal bureaucracy. The private,
nonprofit, nonpolitical entity established to
administer the program has a staff of 14 peo-
ple.

Part of the reason that they have
cited for attacking the program is that
they say the FCC is creating a bureauc-
racy. That is only a smoke screen.
They really want to get at the heart of
the program which will be an ongoing
amount of money that the huge tele-
phone communications companies will
have to pay to the fund. The greedy
companies do not want to share the
largess and the benefits that they have
had conferred upon them from their
Government. They do not want to
share that with children.

Finally, let’s be clear about the cost of
universal service for classrooms and librar-
ies. Connecting classrooms and libraries can
be achieved for less than $1 per line per
month. The rest of the proposed universal
service fees continue our 60-year national
commitment to affordable and adequate tele-
phone service for rural America and our
poorest citizens.

The real issue is not a hidden tax but the
hidden agenda of those who oppose our na-
tional commitment to ensuring that all
Americans have access to communications
technology as we enter the 21st century.

That is by William Kennard, Chair-
man, Federal Communications Com-
mission.

Quoting from the letter by Richard
Riley, the Secretary of Education:

The E-rate is one of the most important
advances in education in our time. It gives
schools and libraries significant discounts on
the costs of Internet access, distance learn-
ing and other on-line learning opportunities.
All schools will qualify for some discounts,
with schools in our poorest communities re-
ceiving the most assistance. The E-rate is
designed to help ensure that all children, re-
gardless of race, income or geography, will
have the chance to learn and succeed
through the use of modern technology.

I might add that I often encounter
when I am talking to parents in my
district and school board members and
other leaders, they want to know why
is education technology so important,
why are computers so important?

We have problems. Our schools are over-
crowded. We do not have enough equipment.
We do not have enough supplies. We have too
many substitute teachers. Why do you want
to bother us with another problem of wiring
schools for the Internet?

My answer to that is a very simple
one. If every city in America had wait-
ed until all the sidewalks and all the
roads were fixed and repaired and in ex-
cellent condition before they decided
to build an airport, we would still be
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waiting for the first airport to be built.
What would that mean for modern
transportation in the United States?
Education cannot stand still while the
rest of the world goes forward.

Quoting from Secretary Riley again:
The E-rate has tremendous support among

America’s educators, parents and business
people. About 30,000 schools and libraries
have applied. It also has received strong bi-
partisan support from the National Gov-
ernors’ Association and Congress.

America’s economy is in good shape, and
our competitive edge in technology is one of
the big reasons why. We would be foolish to
allow that competitive edge to slip away.
The E-rate will help America create the
most technically savvy workforce in the
world and protect our Nation’s prosperity
and democratic values.

Secretary of Education Richard W.
Riley.

Mr. Speaker, in a situation which is
so self-evident, why do we have bullies
who are attempting to wipe out this
universal fund for schools and librar-
ies? Why? I talked last week about
leadership. Powerful leadership can de-
termine the course of a Nation, the
way they behave or the way they are
allowed to behave. But leadership is
not just the chairmen of committees.
The chairmen of committees in Amer-
ica are beholden to the committee
members. The committee members are
beholden to the rest of the Congress.

If we took a poll among all the Mem-
bers of Congress, I want the kids of
America to know that overwhelmingly
the majority of the Members of Con-
gress support the E-rate. Overwhelm-
ingly they support the universal fund
for libraries and schools, the Members
of Congress. We have had an undemo-
cratic set of positions taken. The com-
mittee chairmen have bullied the FCC.
They have skirted the democratic proc-
ess and used their power to force the
FCC to steal half of the E-rate from the
children of America.

Those committee chairmen need to
be challenged. Any leadership that will
not accept the will of the Congress
should be challenged. We will challenge
it on this floor. We want you to join us.
Anybody who says that this is not good
for America, that we cannot afford it,
we have unprecedented prosperity and
the telecommunications companies are
enjoying that prosperity. Also they are
in a great position as a result of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. Why
are they so mean? Why do they want to
steal from the children of America?

We have coming to the floor, next
week probably, something called the
American Competitiveness Act. I have
talked about that last week, too. The
American Competitiveness Act, and
this has already passed the other body,
primarily this act calls for giving the
jobs that our children and our re-
trained workers ought to be having to
foreigners. This act wants to increase
the quota for professionals who know
computer programming and computer
science to come into this country.
They have a large number of vacancies.
They want to fill the vacancies by

bringing in outsiders, instead of re-
vamping the education system of
America so that we will always have
all of the information technology
workers that we need.

This American Competitiveness Act
has a counterpart in the Judiciary
Committee of the House. They do not
even go as far as this act goes. At least
in this act some people were able to
prevail on the committee to enlarge it
into including a small portion for
training. There is some money in here
for scholarships and for retraining our
unemployed workers. That was added
at the insistence of the Democrats on
the committee in the Senate.
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But the House Judiciary bill does not
have any training money in it. They
are just going to increase the quota, in-
crease the number of immigrants who
come in who are professionals who
have knowledge of computer science.
Instead of giving the jobs to our people,
they will be giving them to others.

Most of these people come from
English-speaking countries because
even though they have knowledge of
computer science in central Europe and
Russia, the former Soviet Union, those
people cannot come in as efficiently be-
cause they have to learn the English
language. So the English speaking
countries like India and Great Britain
and many others, they will be the ones
who send the computer professionals,
and 30,000 will be brought in this year,
and after that 20,000 per year. And
since they are not increasing the over-
all immigration quota, other immi-
grants who come in for other reasons
are going to have their quota cut. They
are going to cut the quota somewhere
else in order to increase the profes-
sionals who come in.

Large numbers will come in from
India because India had a set of leaders
who had vision. They started training
their young people, their students, in
computer science long time ago, and
they have established the largest body
of computer expertise in the world. We
will be importing large numbers from
India to take the positions that are va-
cant now in information technology.

It is ironical that a lot of criticism
has been made on this floor and by the
President of India exploding a nuclear
device, a nuclear bomb. The same com-
pany that has a great role in the India
nuclear weapons program is a company
that will be providing most of the
workers from India to come into this
country to take the jobs and informa-
tion technology. They have provided
them in the past, and they are going to
provide them now in the future.

In other words, many of the people
came in in the past got know-how ex-
pertise that they took back and applied
in this nuclear weapons program for
India, and we are acting in a very hyp-
ocritical and contradictory way.

The President cut off aid to India. We
all made great statements about how
India has violated the spirit of a nu-

clear weapons ban, as my colleagues
know, but on the other hand we are
aiding and abetting the nuclear arms
industry in India by bringing in work-
ers to take jobs that ought to go to
workers here.

We ought to have a training program.
As you have heard before, I offered an
amendment to the Higher Education
Assistance Act which would have pro-
vided a very reasonable training pro-
gram where colleges and universities
would link up with community-based
organizations and poor neighborhoods,
and they would provide access to com-
puters for the youngsters in low-in-
come families that do not have access
to computers. It is a very practical
kind of program. The people are ready.
They are ready to join 21st century.

Last week, last Saturday, I had what
I call a synergy, a town meeting and
synergy conference, which brought to-
gether people from all parts of my dis-
trict, and the primary focus of this
conference was information tech-
nology. I wanted to have kind of a
shock awareness of a shock awareness
to bring my constituents into an un-
derstanding of what is needed if they
want to share prosperity, the prosper-
ity of now and the prosperity that is
going to expand in the 21st century.
The jobs of tomorrow will be jobs relat-
ed to information technology.

I wanted my constituents to under-
stand that it was a terrible day, rain-
ing, you know thunderstorms, and
when I saw the weather, I almost gave
up and said, you know, we have gone
through all this getting ready. We had
experts from Bell Atlantic, Cable Vi-
sion. We had the Secretary of Com-
merce bringing us a greeting over video
to show them how you can do that
from video. We had the New York
Technical Institute providing an exam-
ple of how interactive a video can
work. We had a magnificent program
plan, and the rain came pouring down,
and I was despairing and suddenly be-
hold the auditorium which held 500
people filled up because the desire to
know about what is going on in this
modern telecommunications-domi-
nated world is so great, and so people
came out in the rain. Five hundred peo-
ple came out to participate in the pro-
gram which was designed to introduce
a shock awareness of what is going on
in the information technology world.

You know, we had the assistance of
large numbers of people who want to
get involved and who are involved, and
I have a group called ET–3 made up of
people who call on the national groups
involved in information technology.
We have booklets there from the Infor-
mation Technology Association of
America which showed, you know, in
graphic detail what jobs are available.
We had a group called American School
Directory which shows schools how to
get themselves a web site for nothing.
American School Directory provides a
web site for nothing, and the schools
have a tool kit which enables the
teachers and the students to put to-
gether their own web site.
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A lot of marvelous things happen,

and the New York State Department of
Education announced that day that $23
million is going to be provided to the
School Board of Education of New
York. It is not State or city money, it
is money that we voted on here in Con-
gress. The Telecommunications Lit-
eracy Act provided money to States,
and New York State is just releasing
the money to the local school districts
and New York City Board of Education
will get $23 million. Most of that will
be devoted to training teachers and
school personnel in how to utilize the
information technology.

A lot of good things took place, but
the point I am making is that we have
a hunger for people out there in the
low-income community. Most of them
came from the low-income area of my
district to join the 21st century and be
knowledgeable and be able to survive
there and prosper there. We have a
group called the Hussein Institute of
Technology, as I mentioned before, and
they helped me to wire these 23
schools, most of them with assistance
of Hussein Institute of Technology and
the Bell Atlantic group that provides
telephone service to the Brooklyn area.
We have wired using volunteers these
22 out of 70 schools in my district.

Our goal is to get everyone in 70
schools wired by December 31 of this
year. We are going to do it with volun-
teers, if we have to, but we like to have
the process speeded up by having some
funds from the universal fund rate, by
having the knowledge out there among
the schools that once you get hooked
up to the Internet, you do not have a
cost that is going to be burdensome.
Many schools are reluctant to get
wired because, if they are wired to the
Internet, they have to pay an ongoing
cost. What the E-rate does is pays a big
percentage of that cost for schools in
my district. None of them would get
less than an 80 percent discount be-
cause they have so many poor young-
sters attending.

You are talking about 80 percent dis-
count to practically all the schools in
my district for ongoing telecommuni-
cation services. That is what is at
stake here. They will lose it, and if
that is lost, the budgets of the school
districts will not be able to bear this.
They will back up and say, look, equip-
ment needs are greatest, we need
chalk, we need paper, we need so many
other things. We are not going to make
a commitment of $1, of ten cents. We
would be willing to make a commit-
ment of ten cents out of every dollar to
telecommunication, but we are not
going to pay the whole cost, we cannot
afford it. And you have a complete
choking of the process of bringing op-
portunity to the school districts.

I said we need leadership. At a time
like this we have a window of oppor-
tunity. We are not at war in America,
we need leadership. The kids of Amer-
ica are to understand that our leader-
ship is not preoccupied with defending
the country militarily. We have un-

precedented prosperity in the country.
Why can we not open our eyes and un-
derstand that investments in education
at a time like this is most important?

The Roman empire, which was just a
village compared with the American
colossus, the American colossus is
something beyond an empire, and
Rome, as great as it was and as domi-
nant as it was in this time was a small
thing. But the Roman empire, they in-
vented a lot of technological devices
that we still have. The Romans in-
vented concrete, and the Romans were
great masters of technology. They
built huge cities. They built the coli-
seum which still stands, the ruins still
stand on solid foundation after thou-
sands of years. The Romans had
achieved prosperity in that time com-
parable to the kind of prosperity we
have now.

But the Roman leadership failed, and
Rome declined because the leadership
was not up to it consistently. At a time
when the Roman leadership was at its
height technologically and they built
the great coliseum, what did they use
the coliseum for? Their sport, their fa-
vorite sports, were blood sports. They
like to see gladiators killing each
other. You know, they were unevenly
developed. They had great techno-
logical development. They were mas-
ters of warfare. Nobody could match
them militarily. Nobody could match
them technologically. But there was
something wrong with their compas-
sion and their vision, and they enjoyed
watching people kill each other as a
sport: Gladiators.

When they were not watching glad-
iators, they enjoyed watching wild ani-
mals tear human beings apart. It is not
a fable that the Romans threw the
Christians to the lions. They did that.
They did that to more than just the
Christians. They enjoy watching people
being devoured by beasts. The coliseum
with all of its intricate engineering has
places underneath they engineered for
beasts to be put in cages and beasts to
be guided out where the people, the
technologically-advanced Romans,
could enjoy watching the animals rip
people apart.

Let us not in America fall into that
deep trench of having our technological
development outpace our compassion.
Let us not steal Internet from the chil-
dren. Let us stop AT&T. Let us stop all
of those who want to steal Internet
from the kids in America.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
Mr. LEWIS of California (at the re-

quest of Mr. ARMEY) for today until 7
p.m. Wednesday, June 17, on account of
attending a funeral.

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today through Tuesday,
June 23, on account of family reasons.

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and the bal-
ance of the week, on account of official
business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCHUGH) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. SCARBOROUGH, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington, for
5 minutes, today.

Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, on June 23.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas) and
to include extraneous material:)

Mr. MURTHA.
Mr. BONIOR.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
Mr. VISCLOSKY.
Mr. SHERMAN.
Mr. KIND.
Mr. SERRANO.
Ms. SANCHEZ.
Mr. HAMILTON.
Mr. SCHUMER.
Mr. TURNER.
Mr. SABO.
Mr. FAZIO of California.
Mr. KILDEE.
Mr. KLECZKA.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. OWENS) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. PACKARD.
Mr. ACKERMAN.
Mr. PAYNE.
Mr. FORD.
Mrs. MORELLA.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCHUGH) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. SMITH of Oregon.
Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. LEWIS of California.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
Mr. GILMAN, in two instances.
Mr. DELAY.
Mr. LEACH.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 11 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, June 17, 1998, at 10 a.m.
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HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-

TION APPROVED BY THE PRESI-
DENT

The President notified the Clerk of
the House that on the following dates
he had approved and signed bills and a
joint resolution of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On February 11, 1998:
H.R. 1271, An act to authorize the Federal

Aviation Administration’s research, engi-
neering, and development programs for fiscal
years 1998 and 1999, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3042, An act to amend the Morris K.
Udall Scholarship and Excellence in Na-
tional Environmental and Native American
Public Policy Act of 1992 to establish the
United States Institute for Environmental
Conflict Resolution to conduct environ-
mental conflict resolution and training, and
for other purposes.

On March 20, 1998:
H.R. 595, An act to designate the Federal

building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 475 Mulberry Street in Macon, Geor-
gia, as the ‘‘William Augustus Bootle Fed-
eral building and United States Courthouse’’.

H.R. 3116, An act to address the Year 2000
computer problems with regard to financial
institutions, to extend examination parity to
the Director of the Office of Thrift Super-
vision and the National Credit Union Admin-
istration, and for other purposes:

On April 24, 1998:
H.R. 1116, An act to provide for the convey-

ance of the reversionary interest of the
United States in certain lands to the Clint
Independent School District and the Fabens
Independent School District.

H.R. 2843, An act to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion to reevaluate the equipment in medical
kits carried on, and to make a decision re-
garding automatic external defibrillators to
be carried on, aircraft operated by air car-
riers, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3226, An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to convey certain lands
and improvements in the State of Virginia,
and for other purposes.

On May 1, 1998:
H.R. 3579, An act making emergency sup-

plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1998, and for other pur-
poses.

On May 11, 1998:
H.J. Res. 102, Joint Resolution expressing

the sense of the Congress on the occasion of
the 50th anniversary of the founding to the
modern State of Israel and reaffirming the
bonds of friendship and cooperation between
the United States and Israel.

H.R. 3301, An act to amend chapter 51 of
title 31, United States Code, to allow the
Secretary of the Treasury greater discretion
with regard to the placement of the required
inscriptions on quarter dollars issued under
the 50 States Commemorative Coin Program.

On June 1, 1998:
H.R. 2472, An act to extend certain pro-

grams under the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act.

On June 9, 1998:
H.R. 2400, An act to authorize funds for

Federal-aid highways, highway safety pro-
grams, and transit programs, and for other
purposes.

f

SENATE BILLS APPROVED BY THE
PRESIDENT

The President notified the Clerk of
the House that on the following dates
he had approved and signed bills of the
Senate of the following titles:

On February 6, 1998:
S. 1575, An act to rename the Washington

National Airport located in the District of
Columbia and Virginia as the ‘‘Ronald
Reagan Washington National Airport’’.

On February 11, 1998:
S. 1349, An act to authorize the Secretary

of Transportation to issue a certificate of
documentation with appropriate endorse-
ment for employment in the coastwise trade
for the vessel PRINCE NOVA, and for other
purposes.

On February 13, 1998:
S. 1564, An act to provide redress for inad-

equate restitution of assets seized by the
United States Government during World War
II which belonged to victims of the Holo-
caust, and for other purposes.

On March 6, 1998:
S. 927, An act to reauthorize the Sea Grant

Program.
On March 9, 1998:

S. 916, An act to designate the United
States Post Office building located at 750
Highway 28 East in Taylorsville, Mississippi,
as the ‘‘Blaine H. Eaton Post Office Build-
ing’’.

S. 985, An act to designate the post office
located at 194 Ward Street in Paterson, New
Jersey, as the ‘‘Larry Doby Post Office’’.

On March 20, 1998:
S. 347, An act to designate the Federal

building located at 61 Forsyth Street SW., in
Atlanta, Georgia, as the ‘‘Sam Nunn Atlanta
Federal Center’’.

On April 6, 1998:
S. 758, An act to make certain technical

corrections to the Lobbying Disclosure Act
of 1995.

On April 13, 1998:
S. 750, An act to consolidate certain min-

eral interests in the National Grasslands in
Billings County, North Dakota, through the
exchange of Federal and private mineral in-
terests to enhance land management capa-
bilities and environmental and wildlife pro-
tection, and for other purposes.

On April 21, 1998:
S. 419, An act to provide surveillance, re-

search, and services aimed at prevention of
birth defects, and for other purposes.

On April 24, 1998:
S. 493, An act to amend title 18, United

States Code, with respect to scanning receiv-
ers and similar devices.

On April 27, 1998:
S. 1178, An act to amend the Immigration

and Nationality Act to modify and extend
the visa waiver pilot program, and to provide
for the collection of data with respect to the
number of nonimmigrants who remain in the
United States after the expiration of the pe-
riod of stay authorized by the Attorney Gen-
eral.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

9642. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Mediterranean Fruit Fly; Addition To
Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 97–056–13] re-
ceived June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

9643. A letter from the Manager, Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Popcorn Crop Insurance Regula-
tions, and Common Crop Insurance Regula-

tions, Popcorn Crop Insurance Provisions
(RIN: 0563–AB48) received June 15, 1998, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

9644. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Tobacco Inspection; Growers’ Ref-
erendum Results [Docket No. TB–97–16] re-
ceived June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

9645. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting on behalf of the Sec-
retary of State, the Annual Report on the
Panama Canal Treaty for Fiscal Year 1997,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3871; to the Committee
on National Security.

9646. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Antiterrorism Training [DFARS Case 96–
D016] received June 9, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

9647. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Contract Distribution to Defense Finance
and Accounting Service Offices [DFARS Case
97–D039] received June 8, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

9648. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Contractor Use of Nonimmigrant Aliens-
Guam [DFARS Case 97–D318] received June 8,
1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on National Security.

9649. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
tration and Management, Department of De-
fense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Private Organizations on DoD Installa-
tions [DoD Instruction 1000.15] (RIN: 0790–
AG53) received June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

9650. A letter from the Under Secretary for
Personnel and Readiness, Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the report on sexual har-
assment complaints filed pursuant to Sec-
tion 591(a), along with the results and
timelinesss of investigations concerning
those complaints; to the Committee on Na-
tional Security.

9651. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting the annual report on
the operations of the Exchange Stabilization
Fund (ESF) for fiscal year 1997, pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 5302(c)(2); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

9652. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense, International and Com-
mercial Programs, Department of Defense,
transmitting describing the activities of the
Defense Production Act (DPA) Title III fund
for Fiscal Year 1997; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

9653. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Office of Special Education and
Rehabilitative Services, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting notice of the Final
Funding Priorities for Fiscal Years 1998–1999
for three Rehabilitation Research and Train-
ing Centers and four Rehabilitation Engi-
neering Research Centers, pursuant to 20
U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

9654. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulations, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Notice of Final Funding
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Priorities for Fiscal Years 1998–1999 for Cer-
tain Centers— received June 15, 1998, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

9655. A letter from the Director, Office of
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Safety Of Nuclear Explosive Oper-
ations [DOE O 452.2A] received May 18, 1998,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

9656. A letter from the Director, Office of
Rulemaking Coordination, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Departmental Materials Transpor-
tation And Packaging Management [DOE O
460.2–1] received June 2, 1998, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

9657. A letter from the CFO & Plan Admin-
istrator, First South Production Credit As-
sociation, transmitting the annual report of
the Production Credit Association Retire-
ment Plan for the year ending December 31,
1997, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B); to
the Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

9658. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Voluntary Early Retire-
ment Authority (RIN: 3206–AI25) received
June 15, 1998, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight.

9659. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a report on Air
Cargo Security, pursuant to Public Law 104—
264; to the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

9660. A letter from the Chair, Medicare
Payment Advisory Commission, transmit-
ting the report entitled ‘‘Context for a
Changing Medicare Program’’; jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Com-
merce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PACKARD: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 4059. A bill making appropria-
tions for military construction, family hous-
ing, and base realignment and closure for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 105–578). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 471. Resolution waiving points of
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2646) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free
expenditures from education individual re-
tirement accounts for elementary and sec-
ondary school expenses, to increase the max-
imum annual amount of contributions to
such accounts, and for other purposes (Rept.
105–579). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 472. Resolution
providing for consideration of the bill (H.R.
3097) to terminate the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 (Rept. 105–580). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. MCDADE: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 4060. A bill making appropria-
tions for energy and water development for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, and
for other purposes (Rept. 105–581). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. SOLOMON: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 463. Resolution to estab-
lish the Select Committee on U.S. National
Security and Military/Commercial Concerns
With the People’s Republic of China; with an
amendment (Rept. 105–582). Referred to the
House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 5 of Rule X and clause 4

of Rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself and Mr.
DUNCAN):

H.R. 4057. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to reauthorize programs of the
Federal Aviation Administration, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself, Mr.
DUNCAN, and Mr. LIPINSKI):

H.R. 4058. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to extend the aviation insur-
ance program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. PACKARD:
H.R. 4059. A bill making appropriations for

military construction, family housing, and
base realignment and closure for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1999, and for other purposes.

By Mr. MCDADE:
H.R. 4060. A bill making appropriations for

energy and water development for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1999, and for other
purposes.

By Mr. COLLINS (for himself, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. BARTLETT of Mary-
land, Mr. DIXON, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, and Mr. HOLDEN):

H.R. 4061. A bill for the relief of the sur-
vivors of the 14 members of the Armed
Forces and the one United States civilian
Federal employee who were killed on April
14, 1994, when United States fighter aircraft
mistakenly shot down 2 helicopters in Iraq;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LEACH:
H.R. 4062. A bill to provide for the study of

derivatives regulation, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Commerce, and Agriculture, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. MORELLA:
H.R. 4063. A bill to amend the Rehabilita-

tion Act of 1973 to provide for research and
development of assistive technology and uni-
versally designed technology, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, and in addition to the
Committees on Ways and Means, and
Science, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. REDMOND (for himself, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mrs. MINK
of Hawaii, and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 4064. A bill to provide for a Native
American Veterans’ Memorial; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. SCARBOROUGH (for himself,
Mr. SALMON, Mr. PAXON, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. ENSIGN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr.
NEUMANN):

H.R. 4065. A bill to suspend collections for
the connection of schools and libraries to the
Internet, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:
H.R. 4066. A bill to prohibit States from

imposing a family cap under the program of
temporary assistance to needy families; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself and Mr.
MARKEY):

H.R. 4067. A bill to establish the Commis-
sion for the Future of Public Broadcasting
and authorize appropriations for the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:
H.R. 4068. A bill to make certain technical

corrections in laws relating to Native Ameri-
cans, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

By Mr. SABO (for himself, Mr. VENTO,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. RAMSTAD, and Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota):

H.J. Res. 122. A joint resolution proclaim-
ing Leif Ericson to be an honorary citizen of
the United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. OBEY (for himself, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, and Mr. MINGE):

H. Res. 473. A resolution providing for con-
sideration of H.R. 3580; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. RIGGS:
H. Res. 474. A resolution entitled, Boy

Scouts of America freedom of Association; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

f

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-

als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

335. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the State of New Jersey, rel-
ative to Senate Resolution 11 urging Con-
gress and the President to terminate the
services of Lordship Industries, Inc. of
Hauppage, New York as the nation’s primary
manufacturer of United States Military Med-
als; to the Committee on National Security.

336. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Oklahoma, rel-
ative to House Concurrent Resolution No.
1069 memorializing Congress to direct the
United States Consumer Product Safety
Commission to adopt an industry standard
for bunk beds; and directing distribution; to
the Committee on Commerce.

337. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Colorado, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution 98–1039 me-
morializing that BLM lands continue to be
managed to allow for multiple uses in ac-
cordance with existing resource management
plans until such time as plan amendments
have been lawfully adopted; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

338. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Colorado, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution 98–1031 me-
morializing that the General Assembly en-
dorses the modified Animas-La Plata Project
proposed by the two Colorado Ute Tribesand
their non-Indian neighbors; to the Commit-
tee on Resources.

339. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of The Mariana Islands,
relative to House Resolution No. 11–40 Ur-
gently and respectfully requesting President
Bill Clinton and the Legislative leadership of
the U.S. Congress to waive and/ or eliminate
the matching fund requirements being pro-
vided or granted under the Covenant to help
foster and expedite infrastructure develop-
ment in the CNMI; to the Committee on Re-
sources.
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340. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the

State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 16 memorializing the
Congress of the United States to support and
adopt legislation to provide for the sharing
of revenues generated through mineral ex-
ploration on the federal Outer Continental
Shelf with coastal states and territories pur-
suant to a formula recommended by the
Outer Continental Shelf Policy Committee;
to the Committee on Resources.

341. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 35 memorializing
the Congress of the United States to support
and adopt legislation to provide for the shar-
ing with coastal states of revenues generated
through mineral exploration on the federal
Outer Continental Shelf and territories pur-
suant to a formula recommended by the
Outer Continental Shelf Policy Committee;
to the Committee on Resources.

342. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Colorado, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution 98–1036 me-
morializing the United States Congress to
enact and the President to sign the Aircraft
Repair Station Safety Act of 1997; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

343. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 42 urging the fed-
eral government, who is generating over
three billion dollars annually from royalties
and lease sales in the Gulf of Mexico, to help
fund the necessary infrastructure improve-
ments to access the riches of the Gulf of
Mexico; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

344. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution 27 memorializing the opposition of
any reduction in the budget of the United
States Department of Veterans Affairs which
may negatively affect the quality of veter-
ans’ health care in this State; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

345. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Colorado, rel-
ative to House Joint Resolution 98–1020 urg-
ing the Congress of the United States to
enact legislation to abolish the Internal Rev-
enue Code by December 31, 2000, and to re-
place it with a new system of federal tax-
ation; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

346. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Ohio, relative to
House Resolution No. 397 memorializing the
Congress of the United States to enact legis-
lation that sunsets Title 26 of the United
States Code, otherwise known as the Inter-
nal Revenue Code, and to develop and enact
a new tax code for the American people by
December 31, 2001; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

347. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Tennessee, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 705 urging the Congress of the
United States not to take action to mandate
competition in the retail or wholesale of
electricity without special and careful con-
sideration of the interests of the people of
the Tennessee Valley; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

348. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Tennessee, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 148 urging the Congress of the
United States to address this important
issue by not adopting the proposed amend-
ments to the Stark II regulations; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

349. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution 41 memorializing the
Congress of the United States to support re-
authorization of and funding for the Violence
Against Women Act of 1998; jointly to the

Committees on the Judiciary and Education
and the Workforce.

350. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Wisconsin, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 11 urging President Clinton and
the U.S. Congress to uphold the federal gov-
ernment’s commitment to accept and take
title to civilian spent nuclear fuel on Janu-
ary 31, 1998, through enactment of appro-
priate funding resolutions and legislation
that authorize and fund the development of a
federal centralized, temporary storage facil-
ity for spent nuclear fuel that will accept
spent nuclear fuel between January 31, 1998
and the beginning of commercial operation
of the permanent federal nuclear waste re-
pository; jointly to the Committees on Com-
merce, Transportation and Infrastructure,
and Resources.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 146: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 225: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 616: Mr. BORSKI.
H.R. 766: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 836: Mr. DREIER, Mr. FOX of Pennsyl-

vania, and Mr. HILL.
H.R. 979: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.

BAKER, Mr. MEEKS of New York, and Mr.
THUNE.

H.R. 1126: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. SHAW, and Mr.
WELLER.

H.R. 1382: Mr. EDWARDS, Ms. LEE, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. OLVER, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mr.
MANTON.

H.R. 1401: Mr. PORTMAN.
H.R. 1531: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. FRANKS of New

Jersey, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO.

H.R. 2023: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. TORRES, Mr.
THOMPSON, and Mr. MARKEY.

H.R. 2224: Mr. TORRES.
H.R. 2351: Ms. KAPTUR.
H.R. 2477: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 2509: Mr. BOSWELL.
H.R. 2524: Mr. THOMPSON and Mr. PETRI.
H.R. 2538: Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Mr. BURTON of

Indiana, Mr. STUMP, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr.
WELDON of Florida.

H.R. 2661: Mr. PEASE, Mr. FOLEY, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HERGER, and
Mr. ROGERS.

H.R. 2733: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky.

H.R. 2754: Mr. MARKEY.
H.R. 2868: Mr. HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 2869: Mr. MCINTOSH.
H.R. 2873: Mr. MCINTOSH and Mr. TALENT.
H.R. 2937: Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 3003: Mr. BRYANT.
H.R. 3107: Mr. SALMON and Mr. INGLIS of

South Carolina.
H.R. 3152: Mr. PETRI and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 3156: Mr. LEACH and Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 3166: Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 3259: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. FAZIO of Califor-

nia, and Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
H.R. 3304: Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. WELLER.
H.R. 3499: Mr. STOKES, Ms. FURSE, and Mr.

FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 3514: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 3523: Mr. STUMP, MS. DUNN of Wash-

ington, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, and Mrs. CLAYTON.

H.R. 3526: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 3553: Mr. WAXMAN and Ms. WOOLSEY.
H.R. 3567: Mr. PALLONE, Ms. STABENOW, and

Mr. FAWELL.
H.R. 3601: Mr. KLECZKA and Mr. MANTON.
H.R. 3632: Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 3633: Mr. SOLOMON and Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 3636: Mr. ALLEN.
H.R. 3641: Mr. BOEHNER.
H.R. 3654: Mr. HASTERT and Mr. GUT-

KNECHT.
H.R. 3682: Mr. COOK, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mr.

PAXON.
H.R. 3704: Mr. FARR of California and Mr.

PETERSON of Minnesota.
H.R. 3778: Mr. SANDLIN.
H.R. 3783: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. HOBSON,

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. KASICH,
and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 3833: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
MARKEY, Mr. CLAY, and Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN.

H.R. 3853: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
MCCOLLUM, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Ms. GRANG-
ER, Mr. MICA, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. PAPPAS, and
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3861: Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma.
H.R. 3862: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and

Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 3875: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 3888: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. ADERHOLT,

and Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.
H.R. 3938: Mr. PAUL and Mr. THOMPSON.
H.R. 3949: Mr. JOHN, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-

sylvania, Mr. CAMP, Mr. GREEN, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. STUMP, and Mr.
GILLMOR.

H.R. 3972: Mrs. FOWLER and Mr. SCHUMER.
H.R. 4006: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. CHRISTENSEN,

Mr. PITTS, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. KING of New
York, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. STUPAK,
Mr. HILL, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-
tucky, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. TALENT,
Mr. COBURN, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and Mr.
BALLENGER.

H.R. 4007: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. STARK.

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. UPTON, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, and Mr. WISE.

H. Con. Res. 203: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TOWNS,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. BROWN of
Florida, Mrs. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. WELLER, and Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey.

H. Con. Res. 237: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mrs.
MYRICK.

H. Con. Res. 290: Mr. GOODE and Mr. BOS-
WELL.

H. Res. 37: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr.
WEXLER, and Mr. THUNE.

H. Res. 312: Ms. LOFGREN and Mrs. LINDA
SMITH of Washington.

H. Res. 313: Mr. SHAYS.
H. Res. 401: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 3396: Mr. QUINN.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 78: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:
TITLE ll—SENSE OF CONGRESS RE-

GARDING APPOINTMENT OF INDE-
PENDENT COUNSEL

SEC. ll01. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
APPOINTMENT OF INDEPENDENT
COUNSEL TO INVESTIGATE CLINTON
ADMINISTRATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds as follows:
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(1) The Independent Counsel Act (chapter

40 of title 28, United States Code) was de-
signed to avoid even the appearance of im-
propriety in the consideration of allegations
of misconduct by high-level Executive
Branch officials.

(2) Section 591(a)(1) of title 28, United
States Code, requires the Attorney General
of the United States to conduct a prelimi-
nary investigation whenever the Attorney
General finds specific and credible evidence
that a covered person ‘‘may have violated
any Federal criminal law ...’’.

(3) Under the statute (28 U.S.C. 591(b)), the
President is a covered person.

(4) The bribery statute (chapter 11 of title
18, United States Code) prohibits Federal of-
ficials, including the President, from receiv-
ing any benefit in return for any official ac-
tion.

(5) Numerous published reports describe
circumstances that suggest that President
Clinton may have received campaign con-
tributions in return for official government
actions he took on behalf of the contribu-
tors.

(6) Any such scheme may also violate other
statutes including the following sections of
title 18, United States Code: section 371 (con-
spiracy to defraud the United States), sec-
tion 600 (promising of government benefits in
return for political support), section 872 (ex-
tortion by government officials), and sec-
tions 1341, 1343, and 1346 (mail and wire fraud
by defrauding the United States of honest
services).

(7) On February 13, 1997, the Washington
Post reported that the Department of Jus-
tice had obtained intelligence information
that the government of the People’s Repub-
lic of China had sought to direct contribu-
tions from foreign sources to the Democratic
National Committee (‘‘DNC’’) before the 1996
presidential campaign.

(8) In March 1995, Johnny Chung, a Demo-
cratic National Committee trustee and a
businessman from Torrance, California,
brought six officials of the government of
the People’s Republic of China and its state-
owned companies, including Hongye Zheng,
Chairman of the China Council for the Pro-
motion of International Trade, and Yang
Zanzhong, President of China Petro-Chemi-
cal Corp., to hear the President give his reg-
ular Saturday radio address.

(9) On March 8, 1995, Johnny Chung came
to the First Lady’s office in the White House
seeking various favors for the officials, in-
cluding admission to the radio address.

(10) Aides to Mrs. Clinton, Margaret Wil-
liams and Evan Ryan, suggested that Mr.
Chung could get the favors if he helped Mrs.
Clinton with her debts to the DNC for holi-
day parties.

(11) The next day, Mr. Chung gave Ms. Wil-
liams a check for $50,000, and received a
lunch in the White House mess, a picture
with Mrs. Clinton, and admission to the
radio address for himself and the officials.
Id. Records indicate that on Friday, March
17, 1995, Mr. Chung donated $50,000 to the
Democratic National Committee and on
April 12, 1995, he donated an additional
$125,000.

(12) In commenting on the solicitation in
the White House by the First Lady’s aides,
Mr. Chung said, ‘‘I see the White House is
like a subway: You have to put in coins to
open the gates.’’

(13) On February 6, 1996, Wang Jun at-
tended a coffee at the White House with
President Clinton. Mr. Wang is the head of
the state-owned company, China Inter-
national Trade and Investment Corp.
(‘‘CITIC’’), a $21,000,000,000 conglomerate, and
its subsidiary Poly Technologies. Poly Tech-
nologies is the primary arms dealing com-
pany for the Chinese military. Mr. Wang

gained access to the coffee through Charles
Yah Lin Trie, an old Arkansas friend of
President Clinton and Democratic Party
fund-raiser.

(14) After the Wang visit came to public at-
tention, President Clinton said he remem-
bered ‘‘literally nothing’’ about the meeting,
but he conceded that it was ‘‘clearly inappro-
priate.’’

(15) Mr. Trie had a number of interesting
sources of funds. Among other things, in the
spring of 1996, Mr. Trie delivered suspicious
donations totaling $789,000 to the President’s
legal defense fund.

(16) Mr. Trie made the donations on three
dates: March 21, 1996, $460,000; April 24, 1996,
$179,000; and May 17, 1996, $150,000. These do-
nations have now been returned. Recent re-
ports reveal that most of this money came
from members of a Taiwan-based religious
sect, Suma Ching Hai. President and Mrs.
Clinton knew about these suspicious dona-
tions at the time, and they concurred in ef-
forts to conceal them until after the elec-
tion. Notwithstanding that knowledge,
President Clinton continued to grant favors
to Mr. Trie.

(17) On April 19, 1996, President Clinton ap-
pointed Mr. Trie to the Commission on U.S.
Pacific Trade and Investment Policy. On
April 26, President Clinton signed a letter to
Mr. Trie relating to U.S. policy in putting
carriers in the Taiwan Straits.

(18) During 1995 and 1996, Mr. Trie received
a series of wire transfers in amounts of
$50,000 and $100,000 from the Chinese govern-
ment’s state-owned bank, the Bank of China.

(19) Recent Senate testimony reveals that
Mr. Trie received $1,400,000 in wire transfers
from abroad from 1994 through 1996. At least
$220,000 of this money has been traced into
the treasury of the DNC.

(20) Of the total Mr. Trie received from
overseas, $905,000 came from Ng Lap Seng, a
Macao-based businessman who was Trie’s
partner and who was also known as Mr. Wu.
Mr. Ng is an adviser to the Chinese Com-
munist government. Although he is a foreign
national who cannot legally make donations
to U.S. campaigns, he gave money through
two employees to attend a dinner for big
contributors with President Clinton on Feb-
ruary 16, 1995.

(21) Returning to Mr. Wang’s visit to the
coffee with President Clinton, just four days
before the meeting, Mr. Wang’s arms trading
company received special permission to im-
port 100,000 assault weapons, along with mil-
lions of bullets, into the United States de-
spite the assault weapons ban.

(22) On the day of the coffee, Democratic
fund-raiser Ernest G. Green, another Arkan-
sas friend of the President’s, delivered a
$50,000 donation to the Democratic National
Committee. Mr. Green, a managing director
at Lehman Brothers, had never before given
such a large contribution to the Democratic
Party. Mr. Wang used a letter of invitation
written by Mr. Green to obtain a visa for Mr.
Wang’s trip to the White House for coffee.
After delivering the check, Mr. Green met
with Mr. Wang before Mr. Wang went to the
White House.

(23) Several lengthy reports in the Chicago
Tribune and the Washington Post detail the
depths of Mr. Wang’s international arms
dealing activities.

(24) Beginning in the summer of 1994, Fed-
eral agents began an undercover sting inves-
tigation of Poly’s efforts to smuggle weapons
into the United States. On March 8, 1996, just
a month after Mr. Wang’s visit with Presi-
dent Clinton, the President of Poly’s U.S.
subsidiary, Robert Ma, sold his house in At-
lanta and fled the country.

(25) On March 18, 1996, Federal agents sur-
reptitiously seized a Poly shipment of 2,000
AK-47 assault rifles in Oakland, California.

These weapons had left China on February 18
aboard a vessel belonging to another state-
owned company, the Chinese Ocean Shipping
Company (‘‘COSCO’’). Id. In May, Federal
agents hastily shut down the operation when
they learned that the Chinese had been
tipped to its existence. The stories indicate
that the Department is currently investigat-
ing to determine the source of the leak.

(26) Smuggling the weapons into the
United States has not harmed the fortunes of
COSCO. In April 1996, with the support of the
Clinton Administration, COSCO signed a
lease with the City of Long Beach, California
to rent a now defunct navy base in Long
Beach, California. In addition, the Clinton
Administration has allowed COSCO’s ships
access to our most sensitive ports with one
day’s notice rather than the usual four, and
it has given COSCO a $138,000,000 loan guar-
antee to build ships in Alabama. The Admin-
istration has made all of these concessions
since the coffee with Mr. Wang. That COSCO
participated in the shipment of illegal arms
does not appear to have dampened the Ad-
ministration’s enthusiasm in any of these
matters.

(27) These circumstances strongly suggest
that there was a quid pro quo, and that the
contributions from Mr. Chung, Mr. Green,
and Mr. Trie, may have come from the Chi-
nese government in return for the various
government favors described. The President
met directly with the Chinese officials whom
Mr. Chung and Mr. Trie brought to the White
House, and he knew about the suspicious cir-
cumstances of Mr. Trie’s donations. If the
President knew about a quid pro quo, he may
have violated section 201 of title 18, United
States Code, and the other statutes cited
above.

(28) Mr. Chung has admitted that a large
portion of the money he raised for the Demo-
crats originated with the People’s Liberation
Army in China. He has identified the conduit
as a Chinese aerospace executive, based in
Hong Kong, who is also the daughter of Gen-
eral Liu Huaqing, who was China’s top mili-
tary commander at the time.

(29) Closely related to the allegations con-
cerning the government of the People’s Re-
public of China are the allegations relating
to the Lippo Group.

(30) The Lippo Group (‘‘Lippo’’) is a multi-
billion dollar real estate and financial con-
glomerate based in Indonesia. The Riady
family, an ethnic Chinese family living in In-
donesia, owns and controls Lippo. The patri-
arch of the Riady family is Mochtar Riady.
His son, James, has known President Clinton
since the late 1970s when he interned with an
investment bank in Little Rock, Arkansas.
Since President Clinton began his first presi-
dential campaign in 1991, members of the
Riady family and Lippo’s subsidiaries and
executives have contributed more than
$475,000 to the Democratic Party and its can-
didates. Lippo and the Riady family have nu-
merous business interests in China and Hong
Kong.

(31) In the early 1980s, John Huang, the
former Commerce Department official at the
center of this controversy, worked for Lippo
in Little Rock at the Worthen Bank, in
which Lippo had a large stake. In 1986, Mr.
Huang moved to Los Angeles to help run the
Lippo Bank, which has had a number of prob-
lems with banking regulators. In that role,
he became Lippo’s chief representative in
the United States.

(32) Mr. Huang began raising illegal con-
tributions for the Democratic Party as early
as 1992. The recent Senate Governmental Af-
fairs Committee hearings revealed that in
August 1992 Huang gave a $50,000 contribu-
tion to the DNC through Hip Hing Holdings,
a U.S.-based Lippo subsidiary. He then re-
quested and received reimbursement for the
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contribution from Lippo’s Indonesian head-
quarters. Senator Lieberman said, ‘‘Here’s a
clear trail of foreign money coming into
United States elections.’’

(33) Maria L. Haley, a presidential aide,
recommended Mr. Huang for a job at the
Commerce Department in October 1993. In
January 1994 while he was still an employee
of Lippo, Mr. Huang received a top-secret se-
curity clearance without a full background
check.

(34) On July 18, 1994, he became principal
deputy assistant secretary for international
economic policy in the Department of Com-
merce. He received a $780,000 severance pay-
ment from Lippo. David J. Rothkopf, the
deputy undersecretary of commerce, and Jef-
frey Garten, the undersecretary, expressed
misgivings about Mr. Huang’s suitability for
the job. In recent Senate testimony, Mr.
Garten said that Mr. Huang was ‘‘totally un-
qualified’’ for the job and that ‘‘he should
not be involved in China at all.’’ Mr.
Rothkopf has said his complaints were to no
avail and that he ‘‘got the distinct impres-
sion that this was a done deal. But it was un-
clear to me at what level it was done.’’ The
Riadys have apparently boasted to friends
that they placed Huang in the job.

(35) The Commerce Department now ac-
knowledges that Mr. Huang attended 109
meetings at which classified information
might have been discussed. Phone records
show that Mr. Huang made at least 70 calls
to Lippo during his tenure at the Commerce
Department, many of which occurred near
the time of the briefings. He had contacts
with officials of the Chinese Embassy. Mr.
Huang also maintained an office at a private
investment firm with Arkansas and Asian
ties, Stephens, Inc., where he made numer-
ous phone calls and received faxes and pack-
ages during his Commerce tenure.

(36) Mr. Huang began to raise money ille-
gally before he even left the Commerce De-
partment, and the DNC attributed these do-
nations to his wife. In mid-1995, he expressed
an interest in going to the DNC to raise
funds. DNC Chairman Don Fowler did not
think that the move was necessary and took
no action.

(37) In September 1995, the President and
his closest adviser, Bruce Lindsey, met with
Mr. Huang, James Riady, and C. Joseph
Giroir, a former law partner of Mrs. Clin-
ton’s who was close to the Riadys, regarding
Mr. Huang’s desire to move to the DNC. The
President has acknowledged that he had a
role in recommending Mr. Huang for the
DNC job, and other former Clinton aides
with ties to Asia, including Mr. Giroir, ap-
parently mounted a concerted campaign to
bring about Mr. Huang’s job there. In Decem-
ber 1995, Mr. Huang moved to the DNC with
the title finance vice chairman. After Mr.
Huang left, his Commerce Department posi-
tion was eliminated. Id. Strangely, however,
Mr. Huang kept his security clearance long
after he left the Commerce Department.

(38) At the DNC, Mr. Huang embarked on
an unusual fund-raising drive in which he
raised $3,400,000. Of that amount, the DNC
has identified $1,6000,000 as being illegal, im-
proper, or sufficiently suspect that it will be
sent back to donors. Many of these donations
came from fictitious donors and, in at least
one case, a dead person. One of the most
egregious examples is the $450,000 donated by
Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata. Until Decem-
ber 1995 when they left the country, this cou-
ple lived in a modest townhouse in Northern
Virginia. Mr. Wiriadinata was a landscape
architect, and Mrs. Wiriadinata was a home-
maker. Despite these modest circumstances,
the couple wrote 23 separate checks to the
DNC totaling $425,000 from November 9, 1995
until June 7, 1996. However, Mrs. Wiriadinata
is the daughter of Hashim Ning, a partner of

the Riadys in owning Lippo. Democratic
Party officials had concerns about the legal-
ity of Mr. Huang’s activities as early as July
1996, but they did not remove him from his
job.

(39) The Wiriadinatas are not the only con-
duit through which Lippo money apparently
benefited the Clintons. Existing Independent
Counsel Kenneth Starr is reportedly inves-
tigating whether payments that Lippo made
to Webster Hubbell were made to buy his si-
lence in the Whitewater investigation. These
payments reportedly included paying for a
vacation the Hubbell family took to Bali in
the summer of 1994.

(40) One possible quid pro quo for this
Lippo money is the possibility that Lippo
bought Mr. Huang’s position in the Com-
merce Department as well as the accompany-
ing access to classified information. In addi-
tion, during September 1996, the President
announced that he was designating 1.7 mil-
lion acres of Utah wilderness as a national
monument. This designation abruptly halted
plans to mine the world’s largest deposit of
clean-burning ‘‘super compliance coal.’’ The
President made this move with virtually no
consultation with people in the affected area
of Utah. The second largest deposit of this
kind of coal lies in Indonesia, and critics
suggest that the designation was made as a
reward to Lippo.

(41) If there was a quid pro quo for Mr.
Huang’s position at the Department of Com-
merce, his access to classified information,
the designation of the national monument,
or all three, then there may have been a vio-
lation of section 201 of title 18, United States
Code, and the other statutes mentioned
above. The President’s direct involvement
includes his participation in the September
1995 meeting at which Mr. Huang expressed
his desire to go to the DNC and his participa-
tion in the designation of the national monu-
ment.

(42) On February 20, 1997, the Wall Street
Journal reported that a Miami computer ex-
ecutive with close ties to the government of
Paraguay had a number of dealings with the
White House.

(43) The computer executive, Mark Ji-
menez, is a native of the Philippines, and he
is a legal resident of the United States. His
company, Future Tech International, sells
computer parts in Latin America, including
Paraguay. He apparently has close ties to
the government of Paraguay. Since 1993, Mr.
Jimenez and his employees have given over
$800,000 to the Democratic Party, the Clin-
ton-Gore campaign, and other private initia-
tives linked to President Clinton, like the ef-
fort to restore the President’s birthplace.
Mr. Jimenez has visited the White House at
least twelve times since April 1994, and on at
least seven of these occasions, he met per-
sonally with President Clinton.

(44) The timing of some of these donations
strongly suggests that there was a quid pro
quo. From February through April 1996, Mr.
Jimenez and various officials of the govern-
ment of Paraguay met in the White House
with presidential adviser and former chief of
staff, Mack McLarty regarding threats to
the government of Paraguay. On March 1,
the State Department recommended that
Paraguay no longer receive American for-
eign aid because it had not done enough to
stop drug smuggling. President Clinton then
issued a waiver allowing the continued aid
despite the State Department’s finding.

(45) On April 22, the military of Paraguay
attempted a coup against the President of
Paraguay, Carlos Wasmosy. The White House
allowed President Wasmosy to take refuge in
the American embassy in Asuncion and took
other steps to support him. The same day,
Mr. Jimenez gave $100,000 to the Democratic
National Committee.

(46) In addition, during February 1996, Mr.
Jimenez attended one of the now famous
White House coffees. Ten days later, he gave
another $50,000 to the Democratic National
Committee. On September 30, 1996, Mr. Ji-
menez arranged for a White House tour for a
number of business friends who were attend-
ing a meeting of the International Monetary
Fund. The same day, he sent $75,000 to the
Democratic National Committee. The close
coincidence of Mr. Jimenez’s contributions
with the favors he received is highly sus-
picious. The President’s direct involvement
includes his calling President Wasmosy to
assure him of American support with respect
to the coup attempt and his direct participa-
tion in the coffee in question. If there was a
quid pro quo involved, these incidents may
violate section 201, of title 18, United States
Code, and the other statutes cited above.

(47) In February, the Washington Post re-
ported that on September 4, 1995, First Lady
Hillary Clinton stopped over in Guam on the
way to the International Women’s Con-
ference in Beijing, China. She ended her visit
with a shrimp cocktail buffet hosted by
Guam’s governor, Carl T. Gutierrez, a Demo-
crat. Three weeks later, a Guam Democratic
Party official arrived in Washington with
more than $250,000 in campaign contribu-
tions. Within six additional months, Gov-
ernor Gutierrez and a small group of Guam
businessmen had produced an additional
$132,000 for the Clinton-Gore reelection cam-
paign and $510,000 in soft money for the
Democratic National Committee.

(48) In December 1996, the Administration
circulated a memo that would have granted
a long sought reversal of the Administra-
tion’s position on labor and immigration
issues in a way that was very favorable to
businesses in Guam. The story gave the fol-
lowing reason for this shift: Some officials
also attribute the administration’s support
for the reversal to the money raised for the
president’s reelection campaign. One senior
U.S. official said ‘‘the political side’’ of her
agency had informed her that the adminis-
tration’s shift was linked to campaign con-
tributions. ‘‘We had always opposed giving
Guam authority over its own immigration,’’
the official said. ‘‘But when that $600,000 was
paid, the political side switched.’’ United
States officials from three other agencies
added that they too had been told that the
policy shift was linked to money.

(49) Various published reports discussed
below indicate that the President was inti-
mately involved in the details of fundraising
for his reelection. As President, he ulti-
mately controls the Administration’s policy.
Thus, if these assertions prove true, a rea-
sonable mind could reach the conclusion
that the President knew about and condoned
a direct quid pro quo for these policy
changes. If he did so, such a quid pro quo
would violate section 201 of title 18, United
States Code, and the other statutes.

(50) At least three criminal statutes ad-
dress the use of the White House for political
purposes. Section 600 of title 18, United
States Code, prohibits the promising of any
government benefit in return for any kind of
political support or activity. Section 607 of
title 18, United States Code, prohibits the so-
licitation or receipt of contributions for Fed-
eral campaigns in Federal buildings. Section
641 of title 18, United States Code, prohibits
the conversion of government property to
personal use.

(51) During January 1995, President Clinton
authorized a plan under which the Demo-
cratic National Committee would hold fund-
raising coffees and sleepovers in the White
House. During 1995 and 1996, the White House
held 103 of the coffees. To quote the New
York Times, ‘‘[t]he documents [released by
the White House] themselves make explicit
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that the coffees were fund-raising vehi-
cles....[they] also make clear that the Demo-
cratic National Committee was virtually
being run out of the Clinton White House de-
spite the President’s initial efforts after the
election to draw a distinction between his
own campaign organization and the commit-
tee.’’ The Los Angeles Times said: ‘‘The re-
sult [of the coffees] was not only lucrative,
according to some involved, but occasionally
bizarre—sometimes the political equivalent
of the bar scene in the film ‘Star Wars.’ The
president and vice president were surrounded
by rotating casts of rich strangers with un-
known motives or backgrounds, including
some from faraway places who didn’t speak
the same language.’’

(52) These reports indicate that Demo-
cratic Party fundraising staff have said in
interviews that they directly sold access to
the President and Vice President at the cof-
fees. The New York Times quoted a Demo-
cratic fund-raiser’s response to a White
House denial that there was a requirement
for a coffee participant to make a contribu-
tion as: ‘‘I don’t understand why they con-
tinue to deny the obvious.’’ The Los Angeles
Times quoted a fund-raiser as saying: ‘‘I
can’t count the number of times I heard,
‘Tell them they can come to a coffee with
the President for $50,000.’ It was routine. In
fact, when [staffers] said, ‘This is all I can
raise,’ they were told, ‘Keep selling the cof-
fees.’ ’’

(53) In short, these reports make it obvious
that the coffees, which President Clinton di-
rectly authorized, were nothing but fundrais-
ing events. According to the New York
Times, the Democratic National Committee
raised $27,000,000 from 350 people who at-
tended White House coffees.

(54) President Clinton also entertained 938
overnight guests in the White House during
his first term. This, too, became a means of
fund-raising. When the original plan to hold
coffees was suggested to the President, he
not only approved it, but also originated the
idea of the overnight visits. On the memo
suggesting the plan, he wrote, ‘‘Ready to
start overnights right away ... get other
names at 100,000 or more, 50,000 or more.’’
The New York Times reports that these
guests donated $10,210,840 to the Democratic
Party from 1992 through 1996. The New York
Times said about the President’s notation:
‘‘The memorandum to Mr. Clinton and the
response from the President show Mr. Clin-
ton’s direct involvement in authorizing the
fund-raising practices that are now under
scrutiny by Congressional and Justice De-
partment investigators.’’

(55) At least one document the White
House has recently released strongly sug-
gests that President Clinton made telephone
solicitations from the White House. The doc-
ument, written by Vice President Gore’s dep-
uty chief of staff, David Strauss, contained
the notation, ‘‘BC made 15 to 20 calls, raised
500K.’’ Other documents indicate that presi-
dential adviser Harold Ickes also proposed
that President Clinton make fund-raising
calls. President Clinton has said that he can-
not remember whether he made the calls. If
President Clinton made these calls from the
White House, he may have violated section
607 of title 18, United States Code.

(56) The circumstances of the coffees, the
sleepovers, and the possible telephone calls
strongly suggest that the President may
have violated the following provisions of
title 18, United States Code: (1) Section 600
(by promising government access in return
for campaign contributions). (2) Section 607
(by soliciting campaign contributions in
Federal buildings). (3) Section 641 (by con-
verting Federal property, the White House,
to his own private use).

(57) Under the independent counsel statute
(28 U.S.C. 591(b)(1)), the Vice President is a
covered person. Based on published reports,
the Attorney General has sufficient grounds
to investigate whether Vice President Gore
may have violated Federal criminal law.

(58) On April 29, 1996, Vice President Gore
attended a fund-raiser at the Hsi Lai Bud-
dhist Temple in Hacienda Heights, Califor-
nia. This fund-raiser, organized by John
Huang, brought in $140,000 for the Demo-
cratic National Committee. When the event
first came to public attention, the Vice
President claimed that the event was in-
tended as ‘‘community outreach’’ and that
‘‘[i]t was not billed as a fund-raiser’’ and ‘‘no
money was offered or collected or raised’’.
The Vice President made this claim notwith-
standing reports that checks changed hands
at the event and that virtually everyone else
involved thought the event was an explicit
fund-raiser.

(59) In January 1997, the Vice President ad-
mitted that he knew the event was ‘‘a fi-
nance-related event.’’ A month later, docu-
ments released by the White House revealed
that the Vice President’s staff had referred
to the event as a fund-raiser in making in-
quiries to the National Security Council
staff about the appropriateness of the event.
The National Security Council advised that
he should proceed with ‘‘great, great cau-
tion’’, but the Vice President proceeded to go
forward with the fund-raiser. This event is
apparently now under investigation by a
Federal grand jury.

(60) Hsi Lai Temple, if it is like most reli-
gious organizations, is a tax-exempt organi-
zation under section 501(c) of the Internal
Revenue Code. If that is so, it may not ‘‘par-
ticipate in, or intervene in (including the
publishing or distributing of statements),
any political campaign on behalf of (or in op-
position to) any candidate for public office.’’
(section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986). By holding such an obviously
political event, the Temple violated its tax
exempt status, and Vice President Gore ac-
tively and enthusiastically participated in
that violation. That action may violate sec-
tion 371 of title 18, United States Code, as a
conspiracy to defraud the United States by
interfering with the functions of the Internal
Revenue Service, and section 7201 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, as an evasion of
the income tax.

(61) On March 2, 1997, the Washington Post
reported thatVice President Gore ‘‘played
the central role in soliciting millions of dol-
lars in campaign money for the Democratic
Party during the 1996 election’’ and that he
was known as the administration’s ‘‘solici-
tor-in-chief’’. The next day, Vice President
Gore held a nationally televised press con-
ference in which he admitted making numer-
ous calls from the White House in which he
solicited campaign contributions. He said
that he made these phone calls with a DNC
credit card. His spokesman later clarified
that the card that he used belonged to the
Clinton-Gore reelection campaign (state-
ment of Vice Presidential Communications
Director Lorraine Voles, dated March 5,
1997). The use of the Clinton-Gore credit card
suggests that the solicitations were for
‘‘hard money’’ which goes to campaigns
rather than ‘‘soft money’’ which goes to par-
ties.

(62) Documents that the White House has
only recently released reveal that Vice
President Gore made 86 fundraising calls
from his White House Office. More disturb-
ingly, these new records reveal that Vice
President Gore made twenty of these calls at
taxpayer expense. This use of taxpayer re-
sources for private political uses may violate
section 641 of title 18, United States Code,

(converting government property to personal
use).

(63) On its face, the conduct to which Vice
President Gore admitted appears to be a
clear violation of section 607 of title 18,
United States Code. Section 607 of such title
makes it unlawful for ‘‘any person to solicit
... any [campaign] contribution ... in any
room or building occupied in the discharge of
official [government] duties....’’.

(64) Recent reports have completely under-
mined these two claims with respect to the
calls that Vice President Gore made. The
Washington Post on September 3, 1997, re-
ported that at least $120,000 of the money he
solicited from his office was ‘‘hard money.’’.
As the story notes, ‘‘The [hard] money came
from at least eight of 46 donors the vice
president telephoned from his White House
office to ask for contributions to the Demo-
cratic National Committee, according to
records released by Gore’s office.’’ The Amer-
ican people should be are deeply troubled by
the length of time it took for these records,
which have apparently been under Vice
President Gore’s control, to come to public
light. With respect to the second claim, no
person has made any claim that Vice Presi-
dent Gore made these calls from any place
other than his office, an area clearly covered
under section 607 of title 18, United States
Code, as a ‘‘room or building occupied in the
discharge of official [government] duties.’’

(65) The Washington Post also asserted
that Vice President Gore made the telephone
solicitations ‘‘with an urgency and direct-
ness that several large Democratic donors
said they found heavy-handed and inappro-
priate.’’ The story quoted two donors as fol-
lows: ‘‘Another donor recalled Gore phoning
and saying, ‘I’ve been tasked with raising
$2,000,000 by the end of the week, and you’re
on my list.’ The donor, a well-known busi-
ness figure who declined to allow his name to
be used, gave about $100,000 to the DNC. The
donor said he felt pressured by the Vice
President’s sales pitch. ‘It’s revolting,’ said
the donor, a longtime Gore friend and sup-
porter. Yet another major business figure
and donor who was solicited by Gore, and
who refused to be identified, said, ‘There
were elements of a shakedown in the call. It
was very awkward. For a Vice President,
particularly this Vice President who has real
power and is the heir apparent, to ask for
money gave me no choice. I have so much
business that touches on the Federal Govern-
ment--the Telecommunications Act, tax pol-
icy, regulations galore.’ The donor said he
immediately sent a check for $100,000 to the
DNC.’’.

(66) Although the Vice President may le-
gally solicit campaign contributions, it is
not legal to exert pressure based on govern-
ment actions. The bribery statute (section
201(b)(2) of title 18, United States Code) pro-
vides that a public official may not ‘‘directly
or indirectly, corruptly demand[], [or] seek[],
... anything of value personally or for any
other person or entity, in return for: (A)
being influenced in the performance of any
official act; ...’’ In addition, section 872 of
title 18, United States Code, prohibits gov-
ernment officials from engaging in acts of
extortion. Through the use of untoward pres-
sure, the Vice President may have violated
these statutes.

(67) Sufficient specific and credible evi-
dence exists to warrant a preliminary inves-
tigation under the independent counsel stat-
ute.

(68) The fund-raising disclosures have
blown up into the biggest scandal in the
United States since Watergate.

(69) This situation is paralyzing the Presi-
dent, preoccupying Congress and fueling pub-
lic cynicism about our political system.
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(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of

Congress that Attorney General Reno should
apply immediately for the appointment of an
independent counsel to investigate alleged
criminal conduct relating to the financing of
the 1996 Federal elections.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 79: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:
TITLE ll—SENSE OF CONGRESS RE-

GARDING FUNDRAISING ON FEDERAL
PROPERTY

SEC. ll01. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
APPLICABILITY OF CONTROLLING
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO FUNDRAIS-
ING ON FEDERAL PROPERTY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-
ing:

(1) On March 2, 1997, the Washington Post
reported that Vice President Gore ‘‘played
the central role in soliciting millions of dol-
lars in campaign money for the Democratic
Party during the 1996 election’’ and that he
was known as the administration’s ‘‘solici-
tor-in-chief’’.

(2) The next day, Vice President Gore held
a nationally televised press conference in
which he admitted making numerous calls
from the White House in which he solicited
campaign contributions.

(3) The Vice President said that there was
‘‘no controlling legal authority’’ regarding
the use of government telephones and prop-
erties for the use of campaign fundraising.

(4) Documents that the White House re-
leased reveal that Vice President Gore made
86 fundraising calls from his White House of-
fice, and these new records reveal that Vice
President Gore made 20 of these calls at tax-
payer expense.

(5) Section 641 of title 18, United States
Code, (prohibiting the conversion of govern-
ment property to personal use) clearly pro-
hibits the use of government property to
raise campaign funds.

(6) On its face, the conduct to which Vice
President Gore admitted appears to be a
clear violation of section 607 of title 18,
United States Code, which makes it unlawful
for ‘‘any person to solicit...any (campaign)
contribution...in any room or building occu-
pied in the discharge of official (government)
duties’’.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that Federal law clearly dem-
onstrates that ‘‘controlling legal authority’’
prohibits the use of Federal property to raise
campaign funds.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 80: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—REPEAL OF MEDIA
EXPENDITURE EXEMPTION

SEC. ll01. REPEAL MEDIA EXEMPTION FROM
TREATMENT AS EXPENDITURE
UNDER FEDERAL ELECTION LAW.

Section 301(9)(B) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9)(B)) is
amended by striking clause (i).

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 81: Add at the end of sec-
tion 301(20) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as added by section 201(b) of the
substitute, the following:

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR LEGISLATIVE ALERTS.—
The term ‘express advocacy’ does not include
any communication which—

‘‘(i) deals solely with an issue or legislation
which is or may be the subject of a vote in
the Senate or House of Representatives; and
‘‘(ii) encourages an individual to contact an
elected representative in Congress in order
to exercise the right protected under the
first amendment of the Constitution to in-
form the representative of the individual’s
views on such issue or legislation.’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 82: Strike section
301(20)(B) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as added by section 201(b) of the
substitute, and insert the following:

‘‘(B) NONAPPLICATION TO PUBLICATIONS ON
VOTING RECORDS.—The term ‘express advo-
cacy’ shall not apply with respect to any
communication which provides information
or commentary on the voting record of, or
positions on issues taken by, any individual
holding Federal office or any candidate for
election for Federal office, unless the com-
munication contains explicit words expressly
urging a vote for or against any identified
candidate or political party.’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 83. In section 301(8)(C) of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as added by section 205(a)(1)(B) of the sub-
stitute, strike clause (vi) and redesignate
clauses (vii) through (x) as clauses (vi)
through (ix).

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 84: In section 301(8) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
amended by section 205(a)(1)(B) of the sub-
stitute, add at the end the following:

‘‘(F) For purposes of subparagraph (C), no
communication with a Senator or Member of
the House of Representatives (including the
staff of a Senator or Member) regarding any
pending legislative matter, including any
survey, questionnaire, or written commu-
nication soliciting or providing information
regarding the position of any Senator or
Member on such matter, may be construed
to establish coordination with a candidate.’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DELAY

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 85: In section 301(8)(A)(iii)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as added by section 205(a)(1)(A)(iii) of
the substitute, strike ‘‘for the purpose of in-
fluencing’’ and all that follows and insert the
following: ‘‘if the value being provided is a
communication that is express advocacy.’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLITTLE

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 86: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:
TITLE ll—TERMINATION OF TAXPAYER

FINANCING OF PRESIDENTIAL ELEC-
TION CAMPAIGNS

SEC. ll01. TERMINATION OF TAXPAYER FINANC-
ING OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION
CAMPAIGNS.

(a) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION OF INCOME
TAX PAYMENTS.—Section 6096 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1998.’’

(b) TERMINATION OF FUND AND ACCOUNT.—
(1) TERMINATION OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

CAMPAIGN FUND.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 95 of subtitle H

of such Code is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 9014. TERMINATION.
‘‘The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply with respect to any presidential elec-
tion (or any presidential nominating conven-
tion) after December 31, 1998, or to any can-
didate in such an election.’’

(B) TRANSFER OF EXCESS FUNDS TO GENERAL
FUND.—Section 9006 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(d) TRANSFER OF FUNDS REMAINING AFTER
1998.—The Secretary shall transfer all
amounts in the fund after December 31, 1998,
to the general fund of the Treasury.’’

(2) TERMINATION OF ACCOUNT.—Chapter 96 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 9043. TERMINATION.
‘‘The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply to any candidate with respect to any
presidential election after December 31,
1998.’’

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for chapter 95 of

subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 9014. Termination.’’

(2) The table of sections for chapter 96 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 9043. Termination.’’
H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLITTLE

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 87: Add at the end of title
V the following new section (and conform
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 510. TERM LIMITS FOR STAFF DIRECTOR

AND GENERAL COUNSEL OF FED-
ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 306(f)(1) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437c(f)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘by the Commission’’
and inserting the following: ‘‘by an affirma-
tive vote of not less than 4 members of the
Commission and may not serve for a term of
more than 4 consecutive years’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (b) shall apply with re-
spect to any individual serving as the staff
director or general counsel of the Federal
Election Commission on or after January 1,
1999, without regard to whether or not the
individual served as staff director or general
counsel prior to such date.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLITTLE

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 88: Add at the end of title
V the following new section (and conform
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 510. PERMITTING COURTS TO REQUIRE FED-

ERAL ELECTION COMMISSION TO
PAY ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS
TO CERTAIN PREVAILING PARTIES.

Section 309 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437g) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) In any action or proceeding brought
by the Commission against any person which
is based on an alleged violation of this Act or
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of chapter 95 or 96 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, the court in its discretion may
require the Commission to pay the costs in-
curred by the person under the action or pro-
ceeding, including a reasonable attorney’s
fee, if the court finds that the law, rule, or
regulation upon which the action or proceed-
ing is based is unconstitutional or that the
bringing of the action or proceeding against
the person is unconstitutional.’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLITTLE

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 89: Section 201 is amended
by striking subsection (c).

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. DOOLITTLE

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 90: Section 201(b) is
amended to read as follows:

(b) DEFINITION OF EXPRESS ADVOCACY.—
Section 301 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(20) EXPRESS ADVOCACY.—The term ‘ex-
press advocacy’ means a communication
containing express words of advocacy of elec-
tion or defeat of a candidate, such as ‘vote
for’, ‘elect’, ‘support’, ‘cast your ballot for’,
‘(name of candidate) for Congress’, ‘vote
against’, ‘defeat’, or ‘reject’.’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. FOSSELLA

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 91: Add at the end of title
V the following new section (and conform
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 510. PROHIBITING NON-CITIZEN INDIVID-

UALS FROM MAKING CONTRIBU-
TIONS IN CONNECTION WITH FED-
ERAL ELECTIONS.

(a) PROHIBITION APPLICABLE TO ALL NON-
CITIZENS.—Section 319(b)(2) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
441e(b)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘and who
is not lawfully admitted’’ and all that fol-
lows and inserting a period.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to contributions or expenditures made
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. GILLMOR

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 92: Add at the end of title
V the following new section (and conform
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 510. PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION

OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS
AND ELECTIONS.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et. seq.), as amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:
‘‘PROTECTING EQUAL PARTICIPATION OF ELIGI-

BLE VOTERS IN CAMPAIGNS AND ELECTIONS’’
‘‘SEC. 326. Nothing in this Act may be con-

strued to prohibit any individual eligible to
vote in an election for Federal office from
making contributions or expenditures in sup-
port of a candidate for such an election (in-
cluding voluntary contributions or expendi-
tures made through a separate segregated
fund established by the individual’s em-
ployer or labor organization) or otherwise
participating in any campaign for such an
election in the same manner and to the same
extent as any other individual eligible to
vote in an election for such office.’’

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF FLORIDA

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays and
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 93: Page 39, line 3, insert
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before ‘‘Section’’.

Page 41, after line 6, insert the following:
(b) REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE.—
(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Section 201(b) of the

Labor Management and Disclosure Act of
1959 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$10,000’’
and inserting ‘‘40,000’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6)
as (7) and (8), respectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(5) a functional allocation that—
‘‘(A) aggregates the amount spent for (i)

officer payments, (ii) employee payments,
(iii) fees, fines, and assessments, (iv) office
and administrative expense and direct taxes,
(v) educational and publicity expenses, (vi)
professional fees, benefits, (vii) contribu-
tions, gifts and grants, and

‘‘(B) specifies the total amount reported
for each category in subparagraph (A) and
the portion of such total expended for (i)
contract negotiations, (ii) organizing, (iii)
strike activities, (iv) political activities, and
(v) lobbying and promotional activities,;’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on
December 31, 2000.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF FLORIDA

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Schaffer of
Colorado)

AMENDMENT NO. 94: Page 39, line 3, insert
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before ‘‘Section’’.

Page 41, after line 6, insert the following:
(b) REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE.—
(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Section 201(b) of the

Labor Management and Disclosure Act of
1959 is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘$10,000’’
and inserting ‘‘40,000’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6)
as (7) and (8), respectively; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(5) a functional allocation that—
‘‘(A) aggregates the amount spent for (i)

officer payments, (ii) employee payments,
(iii) fees, fines, and assessments, (iv) office
and administrative expense and direct taxes,
(v) educational and publicity expenses, (vi)
professional fees, benefits, (vii) contribu-
tions, gifts and grants, and

‘‘(B) specifies the total amount reported
for each category in subparagraph (A) and
the portion of such total expended for (i)
contract negotiations, (ii) organizing, (iii)
strike activities, (iv) political activities, and
(v) lobbying and promotional activities,;’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on
December 31, 2000.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. PAXON

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 95: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE —UNION DISCLOSURE

SEC. 01. UNION DISCLOSURE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 201(b) of the

Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure
Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 431(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (5); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) an itemization of amounts spent by

the labor organization for—

‘‘(A) contract negotiation and administra-
tion;

‘‘(B) organizing activities;
‘‘(C) strike activities;
‘‘(D) political activities;
‘‘(E) lobbying and promotional activities;

and
‘‘(F) market recovery and job targeting

programs; and
‘‘(8) all transactions involving a single

source or payee for each of the activities de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (F) of
paragraph (7) in which the aggregate cost ex-
ceeds $10,000.’’.

(b) COMPUTER NETWORK ACCESS.—Section
201(c) of the Labor Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 431(c)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘including availability
of such reports via a public Internet site or
another publicly accessible computer net-
work,’’ after ‘‘its members,’’.

(c) REPORTING BY SECRETARY.—Section
205(a) of the Labor Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 435(a)) is
amended by inserting after ‘‘and the Sec-
retary’’ the following: ‘‘shall make the re-
ports and documents filed pursuant to sec-
tion 201(b) available via a public Internet
site or another publicly accessible computer
network. The Secretary’’.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. PICKERING

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 96: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—PROHIBITING FUNDRAISING
ON RELIGIOUS PROPERTY

SEC. ll01. PROHIBITING FUNDRAISING EVENTS
ON RELIGIOUS PROPERTY.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

‘‘PROHIBITING FUNDRAISING EVENTS ON
RELIGIOUS PROPERTY

‘‘SEC. 323. (a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be un-
lawful for any political committee to spon-
sor directly or indirectly any event which is
held on any religious property for the pur-
pose of raising amounts in support of any po-
litical party or the campaign for electoral
office of any candidate.

‘‘(b) RELIGIOUS PROPERTY DEFINED.—In
subsection (a), the term ‘religious property’
means any church, synagogue, mosque, reli-
gious cemetery, or other religious prop-
erty.’’.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 97: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—BAN ON COORDINATED SOFT
MONEY ACTIVITIES BY PRESIDENTIAL
CANDIDATES

SEC. ll01. BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT
MONEY FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY BY
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES RE-
CEIVING PUBLIC FINANCING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9003 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 9003) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(f) BAN ON COORDINATION OF SOFT MONEY
FOR ISSUE ADVOCACY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No candidate for election
to the office of President or Vice President
who is certified to receive amounts from the
Presidential Election Campaign Fund under
this chapter or chapter 96 may coordinate
the expenditure of any funds for issue advo-
cacy with any political party unless the
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funds are subject to the limitations, prohibi-
tions, and reporting requirements of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971.

‘‘(2) ISSUE ADVOCACY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘issue advocacy’ means any
activity carried out for the purpose of influ-
encing the consideration or outcome of any
Federal legislation or the issuance or out-
come of any Federal regulations, or educat-
ing individuals about candidates for election
for Federal office or any Federal legislation,
law, or regulations (without regard to
whether the activity is carried out for the
purpose of influencing any election for Fed-
eral office).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring on or after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 98: In section 323(a) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
added by section 101 of the substitute, insert
after paragraph (1) the following new para-
graph (and redesignate paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3)):

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply with respect to
the use of funds for voter identification, get-
out-the-vote activity, or generic campaign
activity conducted in connection with an
election in which a candidate for Federal of-
fice appears on the ballot.’’

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 99: In section
323(b)(2)(A)(i) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, as added by section 101 of
the substitute, strike ‘‘120 days’’ and insert
‘‘7 days’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 100: In section 323(b)(2) of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,
as added by section 101 of the substitute,
strike subparagraph (A) and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘Federal elec-
tion activity’ means a communication that
refers to a clearly identified candidate for
Federal office (regardless of whether a can-
didate for State or local office is also men-
tioned or identified) and is made for the pur-
pose of influencing a Federal election (re-
gardless of whether the communication is
express advocacy).’’

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 101: In section
323(b)(2)(B)(i) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, as added by section 101 of
the substitute, strike ‘‘, provided the cam-
paign activity is not a Federal election ac-
tivity described in subparagraph (A)’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 102: In section
323(b)(2)(B)(iv) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971, as added by section 101 of
the substitute, strike ‘‘only a candidate for
State or local office’’ and insert ‘‘a candidate
for Federal, State, or local office’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 103: In section 323(b)(2)(B)
of the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971, as added by section 101 of the sub-
stitute, strike clause (v) and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(v) the Federal share of a State, district,
or local party committee’s administrative
and overhead expenses; and’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 104: Strike title I (and con-
form the table of contents accordingly).

In section 307(a), strike ‘‘section 103(c) and
section 203’’ and insert ‘‘section 203’’.

In section 401, strike ‘‘(as amended by sec-
tion 101)’’.

Redesignate section 324 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as added by
section 401, as section 323.

In section 507, strike ‘‘sections 101 and 401’’
and insert ‘‘section 401’’.

Redesignate section 325 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as added by
section 507, as section 324.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 105: In section 323 of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
added by section 101 of the substitute, strike
subsection (d) and redesignate subsection (e)
as subsection (d).

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 106: In section 323 of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as
added by section 101 of the substitute, strike
subsection (c) and redesignate subsections
(d) and (e) as subsections (c) and (d).

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 107: Add at the end of title
I the following new section (and conform the
table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 104. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION LIMIT

FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO CAN-
DIDATES BY PERSONS OTHER THAN
PACS.

Section 315(a)(1)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)(A))
is amended by striking ‘‘$1,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$3,000’’.

H.R. 2183
OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 108: Amend section 102(b)
to read as follows:

(b) INCREASE IN AGGREGATE ANNUAL CON-
TRIBUTION LIMIT FOR INDIVIDUALS.—Section
315(a)(3) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(3)) is amended by
striking ‘‘$25,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$50,000’’.
Add at the end of title I the following new
section (and conform the table of contents
accordingly):
SEC. 104. INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION LIMIT

FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO CAN-
DIDATES BY PERSONS OTHER THAN
PACS.

Section 315(a)(1)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(1)(A))

is amended by striking ‘‘$1,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$3,000’’.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 109: Strike section 201(c).

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 110. Strike section 303 (and
redesignate the succeeding provisions and
conform the table of contents accordingly).

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 111: Strike section 304 (and
redesignate the succeeding provisions and
conform the table of contents accordingly).

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 112: In section 3210(a)(6)(A)
of title 39, United States Code, as amended
by section 503 of the substitute, strike ‘‘dur-
ing the 180-day period’’ and all that follows
and insert the following: ‘‘during the 90-day
period which ends on the date of the general
election for the office held by the Member.’’.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 113: Add at the end of title
V the following new section (and conform
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 510. REQUIRING FEDERAL ELECTION COM-

MISSION TO OBSERVE FIRST AMEND-
MENT LIMITS IN REGULATORY AC-
TIVITIES.

Section 307 of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437d) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(f)(1) When developing prescribed forms
and making, amending, or repealing rules
pursuant to the authority granted to the
Commission by subsection (a)(8), the Com-
mission shall act in a manner that will have
the least restrictive effect on the rights of
free speech and association so protected by
the First Article of Amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States.

‘‘(2) When the Commission’s actions under
paragraph (1) are challenged, a reviewing
court shall hold unlawful and set aside any
actions of the Commission that do not con-
form with the principles set forth in para-
graph (1).’’.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 114: Insert after section 601
the following new section (and redesignate
the succeeding sections and conform the
table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 602. APPLICATION OF STRICT SCRUTINY AS

STANDARD FOR REVIEW.
In any action brought to construe the con-

stitutionality of any provision of this Act or
any amendment made by this Act, the court
may not find the provision or amendment to
be consistent with the Constitution of the
United States unless the court finds that the
provision or amendment carries out a com-
pelling governmental interest in the least re-
strictive manner possible.
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H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WHITFIELD

(To the Amendment Offered By: Mr. Shays or
Mr. Meehan)

AMENDMENT NO. 115: Amend section 204 to
read as follows (and conform the table of
contents accordingly):

SEC. 204. REPEAL OF LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT
OF COORDINATED EXPENDITURES
BY POLITICAL PARTIES IN CON-
GRESSIONAL ELECTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(d) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
441a(d)) is amended by striking paragraph (3).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
315(d)(1) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (3)’’
and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’.

Strike section 402 (and conform the table
of contents accordingly).

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WICKER

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays)

AMENDMENT NO. 116: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE
HOUSE MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS
FOR POLITICAL FUNDRAISING

SEC. ll01. PROHIBITING USE OF WHITE HOUSE
MEALS AND ACCOMMODATIONS FOR
POLITICAL FUNDRAISING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 29 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-

modations at White House for political
fundraising.
‘‘(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to

provide or offer to provide any meals or ac-
commodations at the White House in ex-
change for any money or other thing of
value, or as a reward for the provision of any
money or other thing of value, in support of
any political party or the campaign for elec-
toral office of any candidate.

‘‘(b) Any person who violates this section
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned
not more than three years, or both.

‘‘(c) For purposes of this section, any offi-
cial residence or retreat of the President (in-
cluding private residential areas and the
grounds of such a residence or retreat) shall
be treated as part of the White House.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 29 of title 18, United

States Code, is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:
‘‘612. Prohibiting use of meals and accom-

modations at white house for
political fundraising.’’.

H.R. 2183

OFFERED BY: MR. WICKER

(To the Amendments Offered By: Mr. Shays)

AMENDMENT NO. 117: Add at the end the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE ll—PHOTO IDENTIFICATION
REQUIREMENT FOR VOTERS

SEC. ll01. PERMITTING STATE TO REQUIRE
VOTERS TO PRODUCE PHOTO-
GRAPHIC IDENTIFICATION.

Section 8 of the National Voter Registra-
tion Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg–6) is amend-
ed—

(1) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub-
section (k); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(i) PERMITTING STATES TO REQUIRE VOT-
ERS TO PRODUCE PHOTO IDENTIFICATION.—A
State may require an individual to produce a
valid photographic identification before re-
ceiving a ballot for voting in an election for
Federal office.’’.
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